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PREFACE  
 
 
The 1990s marked a turning point in recent Finnish history. Not only has Finland recovered 
successfully from the serious economic recession of the early 1990s, but also the country has 
become one of the leaders in competitiveness worldwide. The emergence of the Information 
and Communication Technology economy, and in particular the success story of Nokia, 
represents the main engine of this remarkable recovery. The 1990s also witnessed a shift in 
Finnish regional policy aims and targets. Whereas the 1993 Regional Development Act put 
most of the emphasis on territorial balance and service provision, since the mid-1990s the 
main objective of Finnish regional policy has become the promotion of regional 
competitiveness.  
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whom this study would not have become a reality. He indicated to me the right path to face 
this highly challenging, and at the same time very rewarding adventure. I also would like to 
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Finnish regional policy, and also Dr Jarmo Kortelainen for practical help, and Kathryn Lessey 
for assistance. Last but not least, I would like to thank my family for their constant support 
and practical help as well.     
 
 
 
 
1. INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1. Background of the Research 
 
1.1.1. Finnish Regional Level 
Since its independence, in 1917, Finland has always been a unitary state characterized 
by a strong central level and fairly autonomous municipalities with considerable bureaucratic 
and political resources at their disposal. In regards to the establishment of regional self-
government, already the 1919 Constitution stated that provisions on self-government in 
administrative areas larger than the municipality are laid down by an Act, and the same ruling 
can be found in Section 121 of the new 1999 Constitution (731/1999) (Ryynänen 2005: 336). 
Galette (1980) defines the concept of region in its classical and traditional meaning as an 
independent legal body with independent budgetary power, own elected decision-makers, 
relevant competencies and important tasks (Mennola 1999: 368). Following these criteria, 
such administrative unit does not exist in Finland, except for the Åland Islands, whose 
autonomy is recognized in the Constitution and granted by the Åland Autonomy Act (No. 
1144 of 16 August 1991 as amended by Act 1556 of 31 December 1994) (Ronchetti 2005: 
136). The self-government experiment in Kainuu Region, which took force on January 1, 
2005, represents an embryonic form of regional self-government, and it is the first 
democratically elected regional body on Finnish mainland.  
Similarly to the other Nordic countries, municipalities in Finland have a very strong 
tradition, and “until today the dominant opinion has been that administration in Finland 
should be more strongly grounded in municipalities” (Ryynänen 2005: 336). The Finnish 
language highlights the municipal level as a pillar of the region; in fact, the term municipality 
is kunta, and the term region is maakunta (Virkkala 2002: 139). On the basis of these 
undisputable premises, the regional level “is characterized by overlapping networks of power-
sharing arrangements” among municipalities (Haveri 2003: 316). This type of system is 
clearly reflected in regional policy governance, whereas the intermediate level represents a 
complex interlinking among a variety of actors, and it is based on the concept of network as a 
specific form of governance.  
The 1990s experienced an unprecedented period of administrative reforms in Finnish 
history that mostly affected its regional structure. These reforms involved new legislation, and 
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an overall strengthening and reorganization of the regional level with new administrative 
bodies. The first step was the institution of nineteen Regional Councils in 1993, which, along 
with the state, became the authorities responsible for regional development and planning 
(Kinnunen 2004). These political-administrative organs are quite weak in terms of decision-
making power, and they are “the closest to the European idea of region, but because of their 
limited tasks and an insufficient relationship to the population, these do not correspond with 
the ordinary idea of region” (Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 369). The reorganization of the 
regional level was completed in 1997 with the establishment of fifteen Employment and 
Development Centres (T&E Centres), which strengthened the presence of the state at the 
intermediate level (Kettunen & Kungla 2005).  
 
1.1.2. Finland in the 1990s: From Economic Recession to Remarkable Recovery 
In the early 1990s Finland entered a deep recession, “which was one of the most 
severe experienced by any OECD country in the post-war period” (OECD territorial…2005: 
25). Between 1990 and 1993, GDP decreased by more than 10%. The main elements of this 
recession were a major banking crisis, unemployment, which rose from 5% to more than 15%, 
and an increase in government debt from small levels to over 60% of GDP (Dahlman et al. 
2006: 2-3). These economic difficulties “were caused and exacerbated by an uncontrolled 
deregulation of financial markets and a rapid increase in foreign borrowing, which led to an 
overheated domestic economy” (Dahlman et al. 2006: 2). Additionally, when the Soviet 
Union collapsed, Finland lost 15% of foreign trade with this country. This drastic drop 
affected some traditional Finnish industries with less competitive technologies such as 
clothing and footwear, which remained without market access (Dahlman et al. 2006: 2). The 
recession led to early retirement schemes and major macroeconomic changes that involved 
“widespread restructuring, considerable scrapping of the capital stock and a continuous 
decline in the capital-output ratio over the period” (OECD territorial…2005: 25). The second 
half of the 1990s witnessed two major events: the emergence of the Information and 
Communication Technology economy (ICT), and EU membership in 1995. Thanks to the ICT 
economy and in particular to the success story of Nokia, a firm in mobile telephony, growth in 
labour productivity and GDP per capita have become among the highest in the OECD 
countries (Figure 1) (OECD territorial…2005: 26).  
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The 1990s also saw a significant shift in Finnish regional policy aims and targets. The 
main goals of the 1993 Regional Development Act were balanced regional development, and 
service provision. This Act was an answer to the severe recession that Finland suffered at the 
beginning of the 1990s. However, due to a quick economic recovery, “…a progressive change 
of focus from investment-driven growth to innovation-driven development created the basis 
for a paradigm policy shift” (OECD territorial…2005: 68). Since the mid-1990s, Finland has 
pursued a fairly different regional development strategy, which considers the promotion of 
regional competitiveness as the main policy target (Yuill 2005a). 
Figure 1. Finnish GDP per capita growth among OECD countries (OECD territorial…2005: 26).
 
1.2. Research Aims 
This study has two main fields of investigation, namely Finnish administrative reforms 
in the 1990s, and, within this context, the institution of the Regional Councils. As for the 
administrative reforms, the objective is the identification of the main factors, both domestic 
and international, that contributed to the establishment of new Finnish regional structure. The 
discussion also evaluates whether fragmentation and overlapping in functions exist among the 
regional actors that are the output of these reforms. 
The second main objective is to examine what role the Regional Councils have in 
implementing their regional development tasks. The intention is to perceive whether or not 
these administrative bodies are strong and effective strategic actors in the execution of the 
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duties and responsibilities mandated to them by legislation. The analysis also evaluates the 
extent to which these regional bodies have been able to establish networks of influence and 
gain new opportunities at the European level.  
The Regional Councils are not tackled only on a theoretical and abstract level. In order 
to have a sufficiently broad and at the same time concrete perspective on these administrative 
bodies, three Regional Councils have been selected, which represent fairly diverse Finnish 
regions: North Karelia and Kainuu, both located in eastern Finland, and Uusimaa, the region 
of the national capital, Helsinki. Considerable attention is devoted to the Kainuu Regional 
Council, which is rather unique within the panorama of the Finnish Regional Councils. It is 
not within the scope of this study to conduct a thorough evaluation of the performance of the 
above mentioned Regional Councils; rather, the objective is to give an overview of their 
functionality according to the collected empirical material.   
  
1.3. Methods and Collection of Empirical Data 
The proposed objectives in section 1.2 were fulfilled through a combination of a desk 
study and the collection of empirical data. An overall qualitative approach was deemed as the 
most appropriate means to answer the research questions. First and foremost, its adoption was 
justified by the intrinsic nature of the research questions. To a smaller extent, it is worth 
noting that my political-administrative background (the Italian system) is quite different from 
the one analyzed here, and until last year the Finnish political-administrative system was 
virtually unknown to me. As a result, my personal objective was twofold: on the one hand the 
challenge to understand and reconstruct this ‘new’ world, and, on the other hand, to provide 
an ‘outsider’ perspective on the proposed research questions. Additionally, some quantitative 
data have been collected throughout the research process, with the purpose of reinforcing the 
findings acquired through the qualitative material.  
The main purpose of qualitative approaches is to try to perceive how the world works; 
it does not seek to prove a hypothesis true. It can be defined as a naturalistic approach, in the 
sense that one has a direct interaction with the researched field. Usually, one does not search 
for wide generalizations through qualitative studies, but rather specific cases and issues. “The 
word qualitative implies an emphasis on processes and meanings that are not rigorously 
examined or measured (if measured at all) in terms of quantity, amount, intensity, or 
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frequency” (Denzin & Lincoln 1994: 4). Quantitative methods instead, highlight the 
measurements and analysis of causal relationships between variables, not processes (Denzin 
& Lincoln 1994: 4).   
            The desk study involved the collection of secondary literature, unpublished 
documents, regional policy acts, laws, web sources, and newspaper articles. The empirical 
information was collected by means of fifteen structured interviews conducted through open 
and personal face-to-face encounters. Another participant completed the questionnaire via 
email. Overall, the personnel interviewed spoke English fluently and the quality and variety of 
secondary sources available in the English language were considered more than appropriate 
for the research tasks.  
           The interviewees were selected from three institutions: the Ministry of the Interior, the 
Regional Councils and universities. Their selection was made mostly upon consultation of my 
supervisor, and to a smaller extent, upon personal choice and by the adoption of the ‘snowball 
method’, which means that a few people were asked to recommend other possible key 
personnel. The main requirement for the selection of the interviewees was expertise in the 
field of Finnish regional policy; moreover, the objective was to choose people with fairly 
diverse political and cultural backgrounds to guarantee a wide range of representative 
perceptions and interpretations. The questionnaire was first tested in a pilot interview at the 
Regional Council of North Karelia.  
 The Ministry of the Interior was chosen because it is the institution responsible both 
for the shaping and the overall coordination of Finnish regional policy; in this organization six 
individuals were contacted, who are for the most part highly-ranked civil servants of the 
Department for Development of Regions and Public Administration. This Department has 
three main functions: 1) it drafts both EU and national regional policy and coordinates their 
implementation in Finland; 2) it has the objective of enhancing the competitiveness and 
welfare of the regions and their citizens and at the same time of reducing the disparities 
among regions; 3) it provides the tools for an effective public administration at the local and 
regional level (Department for…2006). This Department is divided into six units of 
specialization, and the interviewees were selected from four of them, namely the Structural 
Policy Unit, Agenda 2007 Unit, Regional Development Unit, and Regional and Local 
Administration Unit.     
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 Another group of interviews was conducted at the Regional Councils, which represent 
the main political-administrative body under investigation. At the Regional Council of North 
Karelia, interviews were conducted with the Executive Director, two highly-ranked officers of 
the Regional Development Department (one of them is also the main secretary of the 
Regional Management Committee), and the Programme Coordinator of the Innovative 
Actions of the Eastern Finland Programme. As for the Kainuu and Uusimaa Regional 
Councils, interviews were conducted with their respective Executive Directors. Another 
individual contacted was the Coordinator of the Eastern Finland Programme, who works for 
all the five Regional Councils of eastern Finland: Kainuu, North Karelia, South Karelia, North 
Savo and South Savo. Last but not least, an academic view was considered as necessary in 
order to have further perspectives on the issues analyzed. Interviews were conducted with two 
professors from Tampere University, and one senior researcher from Åbo Akademi. In the 
end, a broad range of opinions has provided the study with multi-angle approaches to the 
research questions. Due to their remarkable value, many answers are included throughout the 
analysis in order to make the study dynamic in nature, and the interview material is organized 
in debates, which simulate alive discussions. All the interviewees are cited in the study 
indicating the interview date; two of them have preferred to remain anonymous.    
The main research discipline of this study is political geography. Political geography 
is a sub-discipline of human geography, and deals with “political studies carried out by 
geographers using the techniques and ideas associated with their spatial perspectives” (Taylor 
1994: 447). Especially since the 1980s, this sub-discipline, in addition to its historical realm 
concerning studies of the state, is increasingly devoting attention to local and international 
scales, and trying to construct frameworks that provide a coherent analysis across scales. 
Changes in territorial governance that have recently occurred in Europe have more and more 
challenged the traditional understanding of political geography. In fact, ‘regions’ and ‘locales’ 
are increasingly viewed as social structures linked to each other, rather than pre-defined 
entities. What is more, the space of action functional to the construction of policies in the EU 
has gone beyond the territory of national states (Taylor 1994: 450). 
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1.4. Structure of the Study 
 This study is divided into 6 chapters. The goal of chapter 2 is to present the 
conceptual framework, which helps to understand and explain the proposed research 
questions. Chapter 3 examines the evolution of both the European Union and Finnish regional 
policy and how the two policy regimes have met. Chapter 4 discusses the 1990s 
administrative reforms with specific reference to the identification of the main factors that 
contributed to new regional structure, and it also deals with the issues of regional 
fragmentation and overlapping. The chapter is introduced by a description of Finland’s 
entrance in the European Union unification project and by an overview of the history of 
Finland’s regional level. Chapter 5 analyzes the role of the Regional Councils in 
implementing their regional development tasks and investigates their degree of 
Europeanization. In this context, the three case studies of North Karelia, Uusimaa and Kainuu 
are presented with a major coverage devoted to the Kainuu Regional Council. Finally, chapter 
6 draws conclusions with regard to the main themes discussed throughout the study.  
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2. CONCEPTUAL FRAMEWORK 
 
2.1. The Globalization Phenomenon 
 It is a well-established fact that the internationalization of politics, economies, and 
cultures has provided individuals, organizations, and political structures with new 
opportunities. At the same time however, it has introduced several challenges. The main issue 
is whether society has moved beyond the realm of internationalization, into some kind of 
‘next level’, “similar to internationalization but at the same time qualitatively and 
quantitatively different from it, namely globalization” (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 17). 
Whereas internationalization occurs between states and is characterized by intensifying 
connections between national actors, globalization is a process that takes place among 
different domains and actors with no clear hierarchy between them: not only individuals or 
voluntary organizations, but also social movements, multi-national companies etc. What 
makes globalization unique is “the more fragmented nature of political agency” 
(Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 20). This multi-faceted and complex phenomenon is fairly 
important in dealing with various political scales, from the local and regional to the European 
and transnational (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 17). Many scholars argue that globalization 
dynamics are crucial not only for the evaluation and planning of regional features, but also for 
the reshaping of regional policies (Sotarauta & Hukkinen 2002: 7).  
 The most widespread approach to globalization is known as liberal globalization, 
especially within the discipline of international relations, and its main key points are the 
following: 1) the increase of transactions and exchanges among states is considered very 
important to the international system as a whole, both in terms of processes and actors; 2) 
globalization processes involve technological change, increasing knowledge, and rational 
decision-making; 3) states are not the exclusive authority within a specific society, but their 
system is becoming more fragmented; 4) there is an increasing tension between the 
globalizing world economies and “an increasingly perceptible anarchic states-system” 
(Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 19); 5) international institutions are developing and growing 
because states believe that their interests are better fulfilled through international cooperation 
(Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 19). 
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There are also more social approaches that put greater emphasis on human action and 
interaction. Waters (2001) argues that “globalization is equated with a social process in which 
the constraints of geography on social and cultural arrangements recede and in which people 
become increasingly aware that they are receding” (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 19). In the case 
of this study, the social and cultural arrangements constrained by geography are represented 
by the concept of region.  
 
2.2. The Concept of Region: an Understanding of its Nature 
Region has always been one of the basic categories of geographical thought, along 
with space, place, and their derivatives distance, location, and accessibility (Paasi 1986: 106). 
Region belongs to the realm of regional geography, which was the dominating geographical 
discipline until the 1950s. At that time, the concept of region was considered to be a static and 
descriptive entity; nonetheless, especially starting from the 1980s, the discipline of regional 
geography has been capable of upgrading itself to the contemporary times by a revival of its 
theoretical principles. Scholars such as Pred (1981), Thrift (1983), and Gregory (1981) 
revitalized the discipline explicitly connecting it with social theory. The ‘new’ regional 
geography does not view regions only as static containers of geographical data, but more 
importantly as dynamic manifestations of social (natural, cultural, economic, political etc.) 
processes that influence and are influenced by changes in spatial structure over time. Regions 
should be understood as open and inclusive, not bounded and exclusive (Paasi 1986: 106-
110).  
 Within the different disciplines of social sciences, there are various meanings attached 
to the concept of region, and if there is some consensus on the fact that it represents some 
form of space, this latter term can have different multi-angle approaches, such as political 
space and the space of social interaction, economic space, and functional space. In essence, 
the term region can be considered as the product of different types of space; besides, it is an 
institutional system that can take the form of a regional government or various institutions 
that operate on a specific territory (Keating 1998: 11).  
According to Paasi (1986: 105), a region can be theorized as “a historically continuous 
process whose institutionalization consists of four stages: the assumption of territorial shape, 
the formation of conceptual (symbolic) shape, the formation of institutional shape and 
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establishment as an entity in the regional system and social consciousness of the society”. 
These stages do not have to follow the above mentioned order, and may occur partially or 
entirely simultaneously, or be ordered completely differently. Furthermore, these four 
dimensions of institutionalization do not work identically for all regions (Paasi 1986: 121).  
 In the first stage, through the acquisition of boundaries, a region emerges as a distinct 
spatial unit within a society. The presence of boundaries is crucial for the shaping of a 
regional consciousness among inhabitants. When territorial awareness and shape becomes 
clearly delineated, certain symbolic concepts are attached to a region. A typical example is the 
name of the region, which links its image with the regional consciousness both of its 
inhabitants, and of those outside the region. Kanerva (1965) reported the thought of the 
average urbanized Finnish citizens on the concept of province as follows: “the province is 
frequently thought of in terms of an entity marked by a sense of affinity among inhabitants or 
by common local traditions and interests, which entity is of significance in contemporary life 
at most as a geographical concept” (Kanerva 1965; as cited in Palomäki 1968: 280). The third 
stage of Paasi’s theory is complementary to the second one, because the development of 
institutions builds upon the increasing use of the name and other territorial symbols of the 
region. The creation of institutions concerns both formal establishments, such as mass media 
and education, and also local or non-local practices in the fields of politics, economics, 
legislation, administration, etc (Paasi 1986: 121-129). The mass media, especially the 
newspapers, have an important role for regional consciousness. Studies on the history of 
Finnish newspapers have demonstrated that local newspapers have been fairly important for 
the establishment of various Finnish provinces from the end of the 19th century onwards 
(Paasi 1986: 129). Mennola (1999: 392) argues that “one of the most convincing pieces of 
evidence for the strength of the regions is the structure of the media in Finland”.    
The last stage of Paasi’s theory is related to any continuation of the institutionalization 
process, after the region has reached an established status in the spatial structure of the society 
and its social consciousness. The most important expression of the institutionalization of 
regions as a continuous socio-spatial process is the delineation of an administrative role 
within its society, whose task is to integrate the region into the general system of public 
administrational practices (Paasi 1986: 130). Even though administrative responsibilities are 
crucial for the identity of a region, more fundamental are the social institutions, which are 
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constantly engaged in pursuing regional consciousness and in consolidating every day 
practices by bringing the region to the public. For instance, in Finland the voluntary Regional 
Associations that represented regional interests were important for the institution of the 
Regional Councils in 1993. In essence, this fourth stage gives the region an identity, which 
includes not only material elements such as nature, landscape, cultural and economic system, 
but also the mental sphere, that is the ideas of the regional community shaped by its 
inhabitants. Regional identity is a quite complex concept, which cannot be reduced to a mere 
identification of a certain group of individuals with their own region. By contrast, regional 
identity is a theoretical category characterized by a multi-dimensional relationship between 
individuals and their society, and it is based on the institutionalization process (Paasi 1986: 
130). 
When dealing with the regional level, two main dimensions are usually employed to 
tackle such an issue: regionalization and regionalism. These concepts, although they have 
their unique character, they are often not only complementary, but also overlapping. 
 
2.3. Regionalization  
The concept of regionalization can be divided into two different processes. 
Regionalization from above or devolution (alueellistaminen) refers to the external or 
exogenous political-administrative process through which regions are “determined by the 
central government or other authoritative entity that seeks to alter the regional administrative 
structure to pursue its own goals” (Lähteenmäki-Smith 1999: 2); political regionalization is a 
“rather formal process that makes regional authorities more powerful politically. Regions are 
simply given more voice in relation to central government and in relation to its subjects” 
(Östhol & Svensson 2002: 27). Regionalization from below (alueellistuminen) instead refers 
to the mobilization of regional interests, actors, and organizations within the framework of 
wider political spaces or spheres of action, such as the European Union (Lähteenmäki-Smith 
2004: 24). The latter type of regionalization can occur through the institutionalization process 
(Paasi 1986) described in section 2.2, and it can be considered as a response to the integration 
of the global economy occurring at the supranational level (Östhol & Svensson 2002: 27). In a 
way, globalization and regionalization are two sides of the same coin, and globalization has 
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become fairly significant through the process of European integration (Lähteenmäki-Smith 
2004: 25). 
The regionalization process has taken different forms across the European Union in 
terms of the institutional structures of the Member States. “The two extremes are the 
Napoleonic tradition, expressed most fully in France, which allows little variation across its 
national territory and the Anglo-Saxon tradition which tolerates wide variations, as in the 
United Kingdom” (Loughlin 2001: 12). Scholars have devised different categories to describe 
various types of political and administrative territorial regimes. Rodríguez-Pose (2002: 165) 
uses four different categories: 1) federal states, whereas regions have a remarkable degree of 
autonomy; countries such as Austria, Germany, and Belgium are included in this group; 2) 
regional states, in which regions have less autonomy than those in the federal states (Italy and 
Spain belong to this category); 3) regionalized states, whose characteristic is to be in a 
transition stage towards a regional or a federal state (France, Portugal, and the UK are 
included in this category); 4) centralized or unitary states, whereby the intermediate level 
between central and local authorities is missing. The Member States that belong to this group 
are Denmark, Finland, Greece, Ireland, Luxembourg, the Netherlands, and Sweden.  
Nevertheless, there are very few pure examples of federal and unitary states, and a 
more accurate classification should take into consideration a further differentiation within 
these two types. Loughlin (2001: 12-14) classifies Denmark, Finland, Sweden, and the 
Netherlands as decentralized unitary states, and even among these countries a certain amount 
of difference exists. Denmark for instance is among one of the most decentralized unitary 
states, and since the 1970s power has been transferred from the central level to regional and 
local authorities. Three levels of government have long tradition in this country, and the first 
regions as administrative units (Amter) were organized already in 1841 (De Petris 2004: 161). 
In June 2004, the Danish Government reached an agreement on a radical reform to restore its 
administrative structure, which will come into force in January 2007 (Agreement on…2006). 
As for Sweden on the other hand, devolution has traditionally concerned mainly the municipal 
and county level rather than the regional level (Sawicki 2004: 447).   
 Finally, D’Atena (2005: 17-23) divides the Member States in fully regionalized, non-
regionalized and partially regionalized according to the composition of the national 
delegations in the Committee of the Regions of the European Union, which is a consultative 
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body in EU decision-making processes. In the federal or fully regionalized states, membership 
in the Committee is mainly from regional authorities such as in the cases of Germany, 
Austria, Belgium, Spain, Italy, and France. In the non-regionalized states (the Netherlands, 
Sweden, Denmark, Luxembourg, and Ireland) representatives are exclusively from the local 
authorities. Finland, along with Portugal and the United Kingdom, is included among the 
partially regionalized states, because its delegation in the Committee includes both regional 
and local representatives. However, unlike the delegations from federal states or fully 
regionalized states, in the partially regionalized states the local level tends to have the highest 
number of representatives (D’Atena 2005: 20-23).   
 
2.3.1. Evolution of Regional Institutions in Europe 
The history of local and regional institutions can be viewed as a constant conflict 
between two distinct factions. On the one hand, the central state with its military power and 
bureaucracy acts from above in order to rule; on the other hand, there is a variety of 
organizations that people have established from below to implement their economic activities 
and also mutual cooperation and protection: towns and cities, principalities, companies, 
associations, etc. “In modern European political language, these ever-lasting hostilities could 
be called the War of Subsidiarity” (Mennola 1999: 387). 
The early origins of European regions can be traced back to the commercial and 
political unions and leagues between the city-states and principalities of the late Middle Age. 
These unions represented embryonic models of government, and their aim was to produce and 
distribute goods and shipments. For instance, the early Baltic and Danish medieval sea 
powers, and later on the Hanseatic League (the German union of towns and cities), extended 
their network up to Finland. German merchants brought their administrative ideas to the few 
small Finnish towns existing at that time. However, these influences were too modest to cope 
with the pressures coming from the strong Swedish royal State of Gustav Vasa (1523-1560), 
which was going to become one of the most effective central states of the period of 
absolutism (Mennola 1999: 388-389). 
 Even peasants had their battles against the centralized power of the state. Several 
rebellions of peasants occurred all over Europe in the sixteenth century. One of the most 
drastic occurred in Finland in 1596-97, the war is known also as “the Club War” (Nuijasota). 
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The results of this uprising meant in Finland the decisive victory of the (Swedish) central state 
and its administrative bureaucracy. With the Thirty Years War, the process of completing the 
final supremacy of the bureaucratic state in most of Europe was accomplished, and local and 
regional communities gradually lost their independence. The only exception was Switzerland, 
where local and regional actors were able to preserve their sovereignty and build a federal 
state for their common goals (Mennola 1999:388-391). After centuries of dominance of the 
nation state, things have drastically changed in recent times. 
      The European Union, based on integration and federal ideas, the collapse of Socialism, the 
expansion of technology, the emergence of the networking Internet-society and the globalization of the 
world economy are producing conditions that in many ways are analogous to freedom of action that 
the local and regional actors possessed before the era of the national State (Mennola 1999: 388).   
 
From the late 1950s, when the process of European integration started to take shape, 
until roughly the 1970s, the Member States were overall characterized by a heavily 
centralized system. The European system was suffering from ‘federal blindness’ 
(Landesblindheit), because it was not able to see and consider the local and regional entities 
within the Member States; as a consequence, regional entities were not allowed to participate 
in Community decision-making processes. This was also the case of those states that had a 
federal or regional structure, such as Germany, and to a lesser extent, Italy, which was 
partially regionalized: the only existing regions were the ones with special autonomy 
(D’Atena 2005: 8).  
 From the 1970s, the situation changed substantially, and strong centralized 
governments began to retreat. Usually, the challenges to the centralized state occurred in 
larger and less homogenous countries (Rodríguez-Pose 2002: 164). In Italy, the 
regionalization process was completed with the establishment of 15 ‘ordinary’ status regions, 
which were allowed by the 1947 Constitution but remained on paper for about twenty years. 
Another state in which regionalization took place was Belgium, with the creation of three 
Regions and three Communities. In the 1980s, Portugal and Spain also adopted a regionalized 
structure. In the 1990s, three events contributed to the federal and regional component of the 
European system: 1) Belgium acquired a federal structure established by a constitutional 
reform; 2) Austria, which had a strong federal tradition, joined the European Union; 3) in the 
United Kingdom, regional assemblies with legislative powers were created (D’ Atena 2005: 
9).  
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Because of these growing patterns of regionalization, the Community began to open 
up to sub-national authorities. Important signs of this process happened in 1984 and 1988. In 
1984 the Joint Statement by the Council, Commission, and Parliament recognized the 
importance of a more effective relationship between the Commission of the European 
Communities and regional and local authorities. In 1988, the Commission established the 
Consultative Council of Regional and Local Authorities (D’Atena 2005: 10). It was also in 
this year that the Commission adopted new rules on the Structural Funds, as a policy response 
to the Single European Market. As soon as this process of opening up by the Community 
started, regions opened offices in Brussels to have a Community-level presence. Additionally, 
regions put pressure on the national governments to have their role recognized in development 
issues, since the responsibility for development was now divided both de facto and de jure 
between the Community and the national levels (Leonardi 2006: 159-160).  
Economists consider the 1980s especially important because it was the period in 
which several European countries implemented broad forms of deregulation of their internal 
economic systems, and carried out important plans to promote the privatization of public 
monopolies in the fields of telecommunications, transport, energy production, steel-making, 
ship-building, mining, and other economic areas. These types of initiatives were significant 
for the establishment of the Single Market (Leonardi 2006: 159).   
The 1980s also witnessed the efforts by larger Member States to decentralize policy-
making in various socio-economic sectors to sub-national level institutions. This was the case 
of Italy, Spain, and France, previously centralized states that created a system of regional 
governments. At the end of this decade, regions became political institutions in several 
Member States, and they were given constitutional powers in fields such as regional planning, 
development, vocational education, and transport. As a result, they could finally be involved 
in the implementation of the EU’s Cohesion Policy (Leonardi 2006: 159). The national level 
was no longer the exclusive level whereby development policies should take place. By 
contrast, regions were placed at the heart of the new policy both in terms of formulation and 
implementation of strategies; also, development patterns were linked to small and medium-
sized enterprises, industrial districts, learning regions, and social capital (Leonardi 2006: 160).  
 The recognition of regions at treaty level occurred with the 1992 Treaty of Maastricht, 
which included three significant changes. The first change involved the opening-up of the 
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Council of the Ministers to representatives from sub-state entities, the second one the 
establishment of the Committee of the Regions, which consists of representatives of regional 
and local bodies, and the third change concerned the adoption of the subsidiarity principle, 
according to which one of the objectives of the treaty is the creation of “an even closer union 
among the peoples of Europe, in which decisions are taken as openly and as closely as 
possible to the citizen” (D’Atena 2005: 10-13).  
  Some modifications of this initial framework took place with the Treaties of 
Amsterdam and Nice, and recently, with the Treaty that established the Constitution of 
Europe, signed in Rome on October 29, 2004. The Treaty of Amsterdam strengthened the role 
of the Committee of the Regions, while the Treaty of Nice modified the mechanism for the 
appointment of its members. Finally, the Treaty establishing the Constitution of Europe put 
greater emphasis on the local and regional division of power within the Member States: “the 
Union shall respect the equality of Member States before the constitution as well as their 
national identities, inherent in their fundamental structures, political and constitutional, 
inclusive of regional and local self-government” (Article I-5 of the Constitution of Europe 
2004; as cited in D’Atena 2005: 13).   
 
2.4. Regionalism  
The ideology behind the two processes of regionalization described in section 2.3 is 
defined as regionalism (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 24). According to Levrat (1998: 135), 
regionalism is a political doctrine whose goal is to support the process of regionalization and 
regional autonomy. This theoretical concept is based on the idea that the regional level is the 
most suitable to deal with several contemporary issues, such as economic development. Two 
main currents of this political doctrine can be distinguished: ‘old regionalism’ versus ‘new 
regionalism’. ‘Old regionalism’ has its roots in the nineteenth century, and it refers both to a 
political idea or ideology, and a group of political movements. Early regionalists were against 
the modern nation-state and even the forms of liberal democracy, because they considered 
them responsible for both flattening and disrupting the natural dynamics of communities 
(Keating 1998: 14). 
 “During the first wave of regionalism, regional autonomy and devolution were above 
all a question of identity, and economic issues - if present at all - were related to the 
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background” (Rodríguez-Pose 2002: 179). Throughout the 1960s and the 1970s, this 
phenomenon was largely linked to historical, linguistic, and cultural factors, such as in the 
cases of South Tyrol in Italy, or the Basque Country in Spain. In such areas, regional 
movements felt the necessity to protect and promote the local culture, language, and identity 
against the aggressive attitude of the national cultures and languages (Rodríguez-Pose 2002: 
171-173). 
During the 1980s and the 1990s a new phase of regionalism developed; the driving 
forces behind it were this time the processes of globalization, socio-economic restructuring, 
and state reforms (Rodríguez-Pose 2002: 179). “While regionalism was originally a national 
phenomenon, being defensive, integrating or autonomist, since the 1980s regionalism has 
become more economically oriented and has reflected globalization” (Paasi 2001: 14). Since 
1985, regionalism has been mostly promoted by the Assembly of European Regions, which 
adopted in 1996 a Declaration on Regionalism; this statement embodies the latest ideas and 
values around this political doctrine (Levrat 1998: 135).  
Europe does not have a uniform or homogenous regional level in terms of 
administration, political, and judicial systems. By contrast, different types of regions or 
regionalisms can be found (Keating 1998: 11). Not only some political, economic, and social 
processes are undergoing de-territorialization, but also one is experiencing a re-
territorialization of economic, political and social action; new forms of regions and 
regionalisms are rising, which are the result of changing patterns in the state, the market, and 
the international setting (Keating 1998: 11). “There is no new territorial hierarchy to replace 
the old one but there is a wide variety of new forms of territorial action” (Keating 1998: 11). 
Thus, regionalism is a complex phenomenon that cannot be confined to the idea of a regional 
level of government; the relationship between territory and the political power has become 
fuzzier, and power is embedded in networks and multiple spheres of authority. Within this 
environment, “there are some regions which can impose a territorial order and intervene as 
actors in these complex new systems. In other cases, large cities will take the upper hand” 
(Keating 1998: 28). To summarize, it is not possible to construct a single theoretical model of 
regionalism, because “regionalisms in fact differ in their character as well as their strength, 
depending on the conditions in particular local societies and the impact on them of national 
and international forces” (Keating 1995: 9). 
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According to the ‘new regionalist’ literature, the state is losing the ability of 
controlling the economy within its territory because of the greater mobility of production 
factors connected to economic globalization and European integration, which have led to the 
transfer of power to supranational entities. Several scholars have discussed the crisis of the 
state and the end of its sovereignty (Keating 1998: 17). “The nation states of today are, it is 
now argued, inefficient engines of wealth distribution, whose fates are increasingly 
determined by economic choices made elsewhere” (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 27). However, 
the decline of the state should not be overemphasized, because it still retains many powers 
and resources as well (Keating 1998: 17). For instance, in the Nordic countries a large share 
of financial resources in various economic fields, such as research and development, 
education, infrastructure, and health care still have a crucial role in the macroeconomic 
policies of their respective states (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 27). Moreover, it is probably 
erroneous to juxtapose the powerful state of the past to the contemporary one because the 
environment in which the state acts today is very different than it was a century ago (Keating 
1998: 17).  
The phenomena of globalization and European integration have had very important 
effects on regions and regionalisms (Keating 1998: 17). The intensification of market 
competition has led to stiffer regional competition for investments and jobs in the Common 
Market (Benz & Eberlein 1999: 330-331); the “State can no longer maintain the territorial 
balance by policies of regional development or investment diversion” (Keating 1998: 16). As 
a result, development policies tend currently to emphasize endogenous development and try to 
attract investments in function of qualities related to the territory, such as the environment, the 
quality of life, and the labour force, rather than rely on state subsidies. Market integration 
risks to create new divisions within regions and urban areas, and to widen economic 
disparities (Bullmann 1997: 9). States have no longer the traditional means of tackling 
disparities such as tariffs and subsidies. Another important effect caused by globalization is 
represented by the decisions taken by multinational companies, which have become free from 
territorial bounds, while on the other hand territories have become more dependent on 
enterprises (Keating 1998: 16-17). 
 Regional development is increasingly moulded by European decision-making 
processes (Benz & Eberlein 1999: 331), and the completion of the Single Market has led the 
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European Union to grow in importance and in the number of competencies as an international 
actor. Policy areas that were previously under national control, have become common policies 
through the Maastricht and Amsterdam Treaties during the 1990s. The Community is now 
competent in encouraging common development or supporting the Member States in policy 
fields such as transportation, environmental protection, health, social affairs, employment and 
labour market policy, education, and culture (Viinamäki 2004: 14). In addition, Community 
policies have had the effect of modifying state-region relationships. On the one side, states 
have had the opportunity to centralize policy, employing the arguments that Community 
affairs are foreign policy, even though they regard issues of regional competence. On the 
other side, Community policies have prompted stronger regional mobilization, along with the 
emergence of new actors. Some countries, such as Finland with the Regional Councils, have 
established regional structures in order to be eligible for the Structural Funds. In other 
countries, such as France and Germany, increasing competition has brought the strengthening 
of regional institutions and a redrawing of regional boundaries (Keating 1998: 17-18). 
 
2.5. Network Governance and Multi-level Governance  
Because of changes in the economic, political, and social processes and the organizing 
principles of the global economy, the state system is becoming too complex to be simply 
administered by top-down government (Lähteenmäki-Smith 2004: 30-31). Gradually, the 
system of government is shifting to a system of governance, which is becoming a distinct 
governing structure. Whereas the system of government is based on a hierarchical structure 
that is centred on a main political body, the system of governance refers to “a looser and more 
scattered distribution of both internal and external political and economic power” (Östhol & 
Svensson 2002: 25). 
“In the policy-analytic literature of the last decade, ‘networks’ is one of the most 
frequently used terms” (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 253). For the purpose of this study, network is 
approached within the public policy field as a specific mode of governance, which can be 
located between hierarchy and anarchy (or markets). Whereas hierarchy has well defined links 
between actors, anarchy or markets are at the complete opposite. Policy networks are viewed 
as a form of governance in modern political systems (Börzel 1998: 259). “Modern governance 
is characterized by decision systems in which territorial and functional differentiation 
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disaggregate effective problem-solving capacity into a collection of sub-systems of actors 
with specialized tasks and limited competence and resources” (Börzel 1998: 260). Policy 
networks reflect a change in the relationship between the state and society, since there is no 
longer a strict divide between these two entities; rather, both public and private organizations 
are involved in multiple links (Börzel 1998: 260). 
There are two main strengths that characterize networks. First of all, through 
communication, trust, and voluntary bargaining, networks can achieve collective outcomes 
despite different interests of their members. Second, “networks can provide additional, 
informal linkage between the inter and intra-organizational decision-making arenas” (Börzel 
1998: 262), because they offer many opportunities for interaction and communication in order 
to solve decision-making problems. On the other hand, networks have little legitimacy due to 
the lack of democratic control and they tend to be very resistant to change. Besides, they 
create problems of coordination and conflict within their own structure (Börzel 1998: 262-
263). In substance, “…networks themselves create a dilemma: on the one hand, they perform 
functions necessary to overcome the deficiencies of bargaining systems, on the other, 
however, they cannot fully take the place of formal institutions because of their own 
deficiencies” (Börzel 1998: 263).    
The network concept, although it has been criticized for its fuzziness, can be applied 
to the multi-level governance in the European Union. The fragmented structure of the EU and 
the lack of a central power encourage multiple channels of access and also a wide range of 
actors in the policy-making process (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 254). Multi-level governance may 
offer an effective conceptual framework for examining processes of Europeanization in 
specific policy fields, such as that of regional policy (Gualini 2004: 31). One of the main 
scholars of multi-level governance theories is Marks (1993), who defines this concept as 
follows:  
      a system of continuous negotiation among nested governments at several territorial tiers - 
supranational, national, regional, and local - as a result of the broad process of institutional creation 
and decisional reallocation that has pulled some previously centralized functions of the state up to the 
supranational level and some down to the local/regional level (Marks 1993; as cited in John 2000: 
882). 
 
The multi-level governance model is based on three fundamental assumptions: 1) the 
sub-national governmental institutions are given the same importance as the national and 
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European levels; 2) the devolution of power to the sub-national levels is regarded as a process 
that is not replacing national states; 3) supra-national institutions have an influence on policy-
making that is independent by state executives. In other words, the emergence of European 
multi-level governance processes is not directly challenging the sovereignty of the states 
(Gualini 2004: 36). “Proponents of multi-level governance examine the importance of policy 
networks between the levels, and suggest the interdependence and exchanges between the 
actors governing the relationship” (John 2000: 882).  
The emergence and intensification of European multi-level governance processes has 
involved the creation of a new policy instrument in the European context, the Open Method of 
Coordination (OMC), which was first introduced at the Lisbon Summit of March 2000 
(Regent 2003: 190). This method can be defined as a collection of mechanisms which were 
previously developed within the framework of the ‘soft law’ tradition in the EU, such as 
collective recommendations, reviewing, monitoring, and benchmarking (Borrás & Jacobsson 
2004: 188). Among its distinctive features, the OMC brings together various levels of 
governance, which allows bottom-up political dynamics, rather than the top-down procedures 
of the previous soft law-making. In fact, it encourages Member States to develop their own 
policies. In addition, the OMC assumes a different role for the traditional actors in the 
decision-making process, whereby the state is an actor among the others. The local level 
acquires a fundamental role, because of its ability to perceive local issues, while the 
supranational level represents the political arena whereby coordination of different players 
occurs (Borrás & Jacobsson 2004: 188). 
 
2.6. Theoretical Approaches to European Integration 
For the purpose of this dissertation it is also vital to discuss the main theories that aim 
to explain the concept of European integration and their evolution over time. The principal 
approaches to European integration are based on classical integration theory, according to 
which Euro-polity is the dependent variable, and on the governance approach, in which Euro-
polity is the independent variable (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 245).  
With regard to the early period of European integration studies, the main aim was to 
investigate the nature of Euro-polity and the causes for its development (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 
246). The 1960s experienced a debate between two theoretical argumentations: 
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neofunctionalism and intergovernmentalism. Neofunctionalism considered the patterns of 
European integration within the context of modernization, the emergence of technocracy, and 
the phenomenon of globalization. According to neofunctionalism, supranationality was the 
only way to guarantee the highest amount of welfare (Mattli 1999: 28). Intergovernmentalism 
on the other hand, “holds that integration can be best understood as a series of bargains 
between the heads of governments of the leading states in a region” (Mattli 1999: 28). Unlike 
functionalism, intergovernmentalism argued that governments have an important role in 
integration (Mattli 1999: 29).   
In the 1970s European integration theory lost its importance within the international 
relations field, and research focused increasingly on how the new European institutions were 
working and functioning, and this type of approach dominated not only in the 1970s but also 
in the 1980s. Issues present in the debate included the study of single policies or policy fields, 
studies of EU politics (mostly parties and elections), and important individual works such as 
Weiler (1981, 1982) or Scharpf (1988) (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 247-248).  
At the beginning of the 1990s the internal market programme launched five years 
earlier determined new developments for the integration process. On the one hand, integration 
theory was reinvigorated and new controversy raised about how Euro-polity could be 
explained. On the other hand, there was no longer a strict divide between the international 
relations and the domestic politics fields. As a result, three main currents of thought 
developed, namely the Europeanization of policies and politics, the rise of regulatory policy-
making, and the emergence of a new mode of governance. Although these approaches seem to 
diverge, they share common features that make them different from classic integration theory. 
Research objectives no longer deal with how the Euro-polity came into existence because this 
event is taken for granted; by contrast, these currents of thought look at the impact of Euro-
polity on national and European policies and politics (Jachtenfuchs 2001: 250). 
 
2.7. Europeanization as a Policy-Driven Institutionalization Process  
There is no single grand theory of ‘Europeanization’ that can help us understand how 
institutions co-evolve through processes of mutual adaptation. Nor is there a single set of simplifying 
assumptions about change, institutions and actors that will capture the complexity of European 
transformations (Olsen 2002: 944). 
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Since the late 1990s, research on Europeanization has become a growing area of 
interest, and references to this phenomenon have grown exponentially. There is a certain 
amount of ambiguity surrounding the definition of Europeanization, especially during the 
preparation of research strategies and methods. Olsen (2002: 922) argues that the main 
concern is not “what Europeanization really is, but whether and how the term can be useful 
for understanding the dynamics of the evolving European polity”. What characterizes 
Europeanization is in fact its emphasis on processes of change, and broadly speaking, it can 
be defined as the responses of actors and institutions to the effects of European integration 
processes (Gualini 2004: 4). The Europeanization phenomenon is addressed by political 
scientists and management scholars both from a top-down and a bottom-up approach. A 
Member State is not only the object of Europeanization, but it also affects the development at 
the European level (Kinnunen 2004: 8). John (2000: 881) states that Europeanization is a step 
by step process whereas sub-national and regional authorities progressively climb a ladder. 
The top of the ladder is reached when sub-national governments include European ideas into 
their policies so that they become fully Europeanized.  
Europeanization studies can be divided into two main branches. In ‘first generation’ 
studies, developments at the European level were considered to be explanatory factors, while 
domestic changes were regarded as the dependent variable; above all, an overemphasis was 
placed on Europeanization as a causal nexus. However, in ‘second generation’ studies, which 
started from the mid-1990s, no direct causation is assumed and there is not a strict divide 
between exogenous and endogenous dimensions of change. The tendency is to highlight “the 
difficulty of disentangling patterns of influence and causation in a clear and unambiguous 
way, and to move away from simple interpretative patterns of divergence or convergence” 
(Gualini 2004: 5). ‘Second generation’ studies acknowledge the intrinsic pluralism of 
Europeanization processes, because different forms of Europeanization can occur in different 
places at different times (Gualini 2004: 10).  
This type of approach is based on a social-constructivist view of Europe, which 
focuses on the co-evolution of institutional and political practices at different levels rather 
than on supranational processes. “The focus of Europeanization research has therefore 
progressively moved towards a more specific analysis of conditions, factors, and mechanisms 
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for adaptation and change,” and research includes the role of political parties and of other 
types of representations, as well as organizations of interests (Gualini 2004: 10).  
Studies on Europeanization are increasingly based on ‘new institutionalist’ 
approaches; in other words, “transformation of the European political order may be fruitfully 
studied as changes in and among key institutions” (Olsen 2002: 922). Although this 
phenomenon has been addressed several times following a rational choice institutionalist 
model (by authors such as Scharpf, Tsebelis, and Featherstone), ‘second generation’ 
Europeanization studies have adopted a broader institutionalist framework, which includes 
sociological and historical institutionalism. Rational, sociological, and historical 
institutionalism represent three different schools of thought of the current of ‘new 
institutionalism’ in political science. All of them have the objective of explaining the role of 
institutions in the establishment of social and political outcomes (Hall & Taylor 1996: 936), 
and even though they have quite different views, it is often difficult to make clear-cut 
divisions among them (Thelen 1999: 370). Rational institutionalism views institutions as 
coordination and interaction mechanisms in the determination of political outcomes (Thelen 
1999: 369), while historical institutionalism devotes its attention on “how institutions emerge 
from and are embedded in concrete temporal processes…” (Thelen 1999: 369). Lastly, 
sociological institutionalism argues that institutional forms and practices must be interpreted 
and explained in cultural terms (Hall & Taylor 1996: 946-947). 
The inclusion of institutionalist models in Europeanization discourses can be regarded 
as a reaction against two main types of positions: a state-centric view of domestic politics, and 
a maximalist view of the EU’s power (Gualini 2004: 14). In fact, “Europeanization also 
consists of constructing systems of meaning and collective understandings, including social 
identities” (Gualini 2004: 14). The institutional analysis has shifted from rationalist models to 
more path-dependent and evolutionary models, which focus more on the role of actors and 
their strategies in concrete policy contexts (Gualini 2004: 15). “Path dependency speaks in 
favour of the common observation that the inheritance of the past - traditions, identity, culture 
- conditions our future, at the policy level and at the level of institutions” (Haveri 2006). 
In substance, Europeanization cannot be considered as an explanans, but as an 
explanandum that gives emphasis on mechanisms, factors, and dynamics of mutual adaptation 
and change. Secondly, it is a holistic concept which may encourage disciplinary cross-
 24
fertilization and thus, it can be considered as a possible contribution to the understanding of 
more general trends of state policies. Thirdly, this phenomenon should be interpreted as a 
policy-driven institutionalization process, because “an analysis of institutional change cannot 
by-pass the level of analysis of policies, as the site where the actors’ preferences and 
strategies are enacted and take shape, and may possibly develop into practices of learning” 
(Gualini 2004: 26). In this study, Europeanization can be defined as the impact of European 
integration on regional policy-making, with specific reference to its dynamics at the 
intermediate level of governance.  
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3. EU AND FINNISH REGIONAL POLICY 
 
3.1. Regional Policy: an Introduction to the Term  
The term regional policy has several meanings and it has changed through time. Its 
definition depends both on its intrinsic dynamics, and on the country in which it is utilized. 
Mønnesland (1997) defines regional policy as those economic and physical measures that are 
pursued at the regional, national, or at the EU level with the goal of influencing the relations 
among regions, while Mäkinen (1999) describes this concept as a tool to devise, search, and 
employ resources (Perenius 2002: 9).  
It is common to distinguish between ‘broad’ regional policy and ‘narrow’ regional 
policy. ‘Broad’ regional policy refers to those sectors that have an important impact on 
regional development (Aalbu et al. 1999: 50), and the main target is to promote the welfare of 
citizens and guarantee them an equal status (Finland’s Regional…2003: 9). This type of 
policy involves all state activities that in one way or the other have a regional dimension and 
impact (Perenius 2002: 9). ‘Narrow’ regional policy is the actual sector of regional policy, 
and it deals with those measures that aim directly at regional development (Finland’s 
Regional...2003: 10). These actions are carried out by regional policy authorities and include 
both national and EU regional policy. Between ‘narrow’ and ‘broad’ regional policy there are 
many policy fields such as transportation infrastructure and technology development, which 
are crucial to regional development and they are devised by national objectives (Finland’s 
Regional...2003: 10).  
            
3.2. European Union Regional Policy Pillars: Cohesion and Competitiveness  
           Cohesion policy should contribute to increasing growth, competitiveness and employment by 
incorporating the Community’s priorities for sustainable development as defined at the Lisbon 
European Councils of 23 and 24 March 2000 and at the Göteborg European Council of 15 and 16 
June 2001 (Structural Funds…2006). 
 
           Currently, economic and social cohesion are critical issues of high politics in the 
European Union and the share of regional policy in the EU’s budget has increased 
substantially since the 1970s; in the next programming period 2007-2013, the EU Cohesion 
Policy will become the most prominent policy in terms of expenditure and coverage, and it 
will amount to an average annual expenditure of € 44 017 million, compared to € 41 872 
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million assigned to market-related appropriations and direct payments to the agricultural 
sector (Leonardi 2006: 156). 
 The goal of social and economic cohesion appeared for the first time in the Preamble 
of the Treaty of Rome of 1957; however, its current importance in the doctrine and political 
practice of the European Union dates back to the 1980s (Tarschys 2003: 55). “From the 
beginning, Cohesion Policy was conceived by European Community policy-makers as a 
necessary complement to the Single Market and Single Currency programmes” (Leonardi 
2006: 156). The Single Market was proposed in 1985 in the Commission’s White Paper, and 
it obtained treaty status through the signing of the Single European Act in 1986. The Single 
Currency was also an important part of the Single Market Programme, and it was born with 
the signing of the Maastricht Treaty in 1992. Both the Single Market and the Single Currency 
represented a major concern about their potential impact on the less-developed areas; the 
debate focused on how the lagging regions could close their socio-economic gap with the 
European core economies (Leonardi 2006: 156). It is in this context that the shaping of a 
holistic EU regional policy has to be considered.    
From a political approach, Cohesion Policy has contributed to change the role of 
European integration from one stressing mere market integration to one emphasizing mutual 
solidarity and a united political future. According to the Third Cohesion Report, the EU’s 
Cohesion Policy acts as one of the three pillars (along with the Single Market and Monetary 
Union) in the building of a European political and economic space, being the only policy that 
mobilizes financial assistance from wealthier parts of the EU to poorer areas (Leonardi 2006: 
159). 
      It is worth recalling that Cohesion Policy…is the only policy of the European Union that explicitly 
addresses economic and social inequalities. It is thus a very specific policy involving a transfer of 
resources between Member States via the budget of the European Union for the purpose of supporting 
economic growth and sustainable development through investment in people and in physical capital 
(European Commission 2004; as cited in Leonardi 2006: 159). 
 
 From a geographical perspective, Cohesion Policy has served as a tool to rediscover 
the territorial aspect in the regional policy field. The establishment and implementation of 
Cohesion Policy has put pressure on policy-makers at the European and national levels to 
highlight the meaning and conceivability of geographic space, which is “the conceptualization 
of regional policy as a territorial policy rather than a sectoral one” (Leonardi 2006: 159). It is 
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this specific characteristic that makes Cohesion Policy unique not only within the context of 
the other policies developed at the European level, such as the Common Agricultural Policy 
(CAP), but also in regards to national regional policies, which have gradually abandoned the 
concept of territory giving more emphasis on the action of the national level in decision-
making and implementation. Article 130a of the Single European Act highlights the regional 
dimension, putting aside the exclusive role of the national level (Leonardi 2006: 159).  
 Even though socio-economic cohesion is still a vital issue in the EU regional policy 
agenda, emphasis is shifting towards competitiveness and innovation, especially since the 
2005 mid-term review of the 2000 Lisbon Strategy. The Lisbon Summit set out the goal of 
making the EU the most competitive, innovative, socially cohesive, and environmentally 
sustainable economy by 2010 (Hywel 2005: 250). However, the 2005 mid-term evaluation 
revealed that this strategy lacked clarity and was outdated, because it was born in a context of 
economic optimism for the EU, which did not occur. Between 2000 and 2004, the Lisbon 
Strategy was overloaded “with targets and overlapping processing which have made 
coordination and delivery difficult to achieve” (Hywel 2005: 251). The mid-term review 
considered that new events had to be taken into consideration, such as: 1) uncertainty of the 
economy both in Europe and globally; 2) increasing economic performance of some Asian 
countries; 3) the EU enlargement; 4) the possibility of an inadequate constitutional treaty of 
Europe, particularly regarding the economic governance in the next period of its development 
(Hywel 2005: 252).    
 As a result, the Lisbon process had to be improved through a more focused strategy, 
and the 2005 Summit on the mid-term review stressed the importance of putting most of the 
emphasis on knowledge, innovation, and optimization of human capital, which should be 
linked to each other. The Summit stated that “it is important to develop research, education, 
and all forms of innovation insofar they make it possible to turn knowledge into an added 
value and create more and better jobs” (Hywel 2005: 252). It was suggested to develop 
Regional Centres and European networks in order to promote innovation and new 
environments to finance SMEs (Hywel 2005: 252). Over the past three or four years, “…in 
the EU15 Member States and Norway, there is now strong regional policy focus on growth, 
competitiveness and productivity” (Yuill 2005a: 23). As shown in sections 3.5.4 and 3.5.5, 
innovation and competitiveness lie at the heart of Finnish regional policy targets; likewise, the 
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promotion and strengthening of regional centres and networks is a vital objective in the 
government agenda.  
 
3.3. EU Regional Policy: an Historical Overview  
The first embryonic form of the EU regional policy can be traced back to two episodes 
that occurred in the early 1950s (Tarschys 2003: 20). The first episode was the closure of the 
Wallon Mines in Belgium. In order to compensate for this event, the Supreme Authority of 
the European Coal and Steel Community gave some grants to the Belgian government to fund 
social measures, such as the retraining of the labour force. The second event was the 
institution of the Social Fund through the Rome Treaty in 1957. The main task of the Social 
Fund was to promote mobility and retraining of southern Italian workers, who mostly 
migrated to Germany from the south of Italy, which at that time was the only area in the 
European Community with a labour surplus. However, this form of funding was not a real and 
coherent regional policy, but rather, a solidarity mechanism. Another important body 
established by the Rome Treaty (upon Italy’s insistence) was the European Investment Bank 
(EIB), which will later represent one of the main instruments of the EU Structural Policy 
(Tarschys 2003: 20-22). 
 It was not until after the Community’s first enlargement in 1973 (UK accession) that a 
regional policy was put in place. In 1975 the European Regional Development Fund (ERDF) 
was established in order to redistribute part of the Member States’ budget to the poorest 
regions; this fund had modest resources for a very long time, limiting the scope of regional 
policy activities. DG XVI (the administrative branch of the Commission responsible for 
regional policy) allocated funds to the projects presented by the Member States to the 
Commission; at this stage the Community regional policy had limited requirements for 
accountability because the Commission did not have legal authority neither to verify the 
expenditures made for the projects and their results, nor to evaluate the effectiveness of the 
national approach in dealing with regional development (Tarschys 2003: 20). Moreover, the 
Commission did not have any planning or oversight role in regional policy, since this 
responsibility was in the hands of national governments (Leonardi 2005: 1). Last but not least, 
there was no intention to involve regions in the national regional policies because their role 
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was not foreseen in the policy process and was not viewed as necessary to accomplish the 
objectives of the policy (Leonardi 2005: 1-2). 
An important initiative adopted between 1985 and 1992 was the implementation of the 
Integrated Mediterranean Programme for Southern Europe, which allowed to test several 
features that later represented the core of the new Structural Policy, namely horizontal 
programming, co-ordination between regional policy and tools in other policy fields, and also 
the employment of local partnerships for initiation, implementation, and evaluation of certain 
projects. This Programme was adopted with the purpose of satisfying compensatory demands 
from Italy, Greece and southern France, worried for the new arrivals of Spain and Portugal in 
the EU (Tarschys 2003: 22). A crucial impetus to the EU regional policy started in 1988 
(Regulation of EEC 2052/88), when substantial reforms were implemented with the objective 
of reconsidering its system of coordination and decision-making (Bullmann 1997: 12). 
Additionally, a series of principles which represent the basis of the Structural Funds were 
devised (Aalbu et al 1999: 54). 
In the mid-1990s, Finland, Austria, and Sweden joined the European Union. Similarly 
to previous entrants, these new members found the rules of the EU Structural Policy not 
particularly suited to their own needs. The Nordic countries had regional policies devoted to 
support large sparsely populated areas rather than poor areas, and as a consequence, the 
solution was to introduce a new category of support in the programme of that time: a 
population density criterion was adopted in the principles of structural transfers. This new rule 
was accepted by the Member States, because the payments were fairly small, and the new 
entrants were all net contributors. In the most recent enlargement to the Eastern European 
states, this time the new entrants could not set the conditions for admission to the EU, and 
they had to agree to a relatively long phase in arrangement (Tarschys 2003: 27-30).  
 
3.4. EU Structural Policy and its Key Principles  
Since 1988, when new reforms were devised for the implementation and regulation of 
the Structural Funds, “the Structural Funds policy has become a widely-studied paradigm case 
for multi-level structures in the EU context (cf. Heinelth & Smith 1996; Hooghe 1996; Marks 
1993; Staeck 1997; Smith 1997) or for adjustment of regional structures (cf. Knodt 1998; 
Lange 1998; Kohler-Koch et al. 1998; Négrier & Jouve 1998)” (Benz & Eberlein 1999:335). 
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The form and shape of the Structural Policy has changed at every EU enlargement, and it is a 
pretty flexible instrument that is able to take into consideration the various types of 
distributive problems (Tarschys 2003: 30). “Regions are the key policy focus in respect of EU 
Structural Funds spending” (Regions and the NUTS 2006), and they are based on the 
statistical units of the NUTS system (Nomenclature of Territorial Units for Statistical 
Purposes). Besides the framing of Community Regional Policies, the NUTS classification, 
which has been used in Community legislation since 1988, is a tool for the collection, 
development, and harmonization of Community Regional Statistics. Also, it is an important 
tool for socio-economic analyses of the regions (Eurostat 2004: 12). The current NUTS 
nomenclature, which is valid from July 11, 2003 and it was extended to the EU 25 on May 1, 
2004, subdivides the economic territory of the European Union in 89 Regions at NUTS 1 
level, 254 Regions at NUTS 2 level, and 1214 regions at NUTS 3 level. As for Finland, 
NUTS 1 includes one unit (Manner-Suomi), NUTS 2 five units (Läänit) and NUTS 3 nineteen 
units (Maakunnat) (Eurostat 2004: 23).  
For the programming period of 1994-1999, the operation of the Structural Funds was 
organized according to five key principles: 1) programming; 2) concentration; 3) partnership; 
4) subsidiarity; 5) additionality (Aalbu et al. 1999: 54). Programming involves the collection 
and coordination of the individual development projects within multi-annual and goal-
oriented programmes. Measures are programmed according to five-year cycles, and emphasis 
is on a programme-based rather than a project-based approach to funding (Martin 1998: 88). 
The possible advantage for a programming approach is that it allows integrating various types 
of regional support for a specific area into a holistic and encompassing development plan. 
“The idea is to improve the coherence between the individual measures, the evaluation of the 
policy and the coordination between the different institutions involved at the EU, member 
state and regional level” (Martin 1998: 88). Furthermore, the continuity of policies is 
supported by the long-term perspective (Jauhiainen 2000: 66).  
 Another principle is concentration, according to which funds are concentrated under 
objectives and regions that are in need of the most assistance. Before the late 1980s reforms, 
areas that were eligible for national regional support qualified automatically for support from 
the European Structural Funds. By contrast, in accordance with the principle of concentration, 
the definition of eligible regions on a European level ensures that Member States do not 
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extend arbitrarily their national eligibility coverage in order to fully exploit European 
Structural Funds’ payments. Moreover, a European rather than a national point of view on 
what represents a regional problem is an important contribution to a policy whose goal is to 
minimize the socio-economic disparities at the Union level (Martin 1998: 84-88). For the 
period 1994-1999, seven objectives were devised, and Objective 6 was created for the purpose 
of the accession of Finland, Sweden, and Austria into the EU. The main goal of Objective 6 
was to “promote the development and structural adjustment of regions with an extremely low 
population density (fewer than eight inhabitants per Km2)” (Treaty of Accession 1994; as 
cited in Aalbu et al. 1999: 59), and it included 17% of the Finnish population. In Finland, 
Objective 6 was a relevant factor that contributed to the creation of the Regional Councils. At  
the 1999 Berlin European Council the concentration system was reformed, and for the period 
2000-2006 the seven objectives were replaced by three new ones (Aalbu et al. 1999: 60). The 
reform took into account the future eastern enlargement, and “aimed at greater concentration 
of structural assistance and improved financial management of the funds, as well as simplified 
operation and administration” (Aalbu et al. 1999: 60). In Finland (Figure 2), Objective 1 
(lagging regions) covers eastern and northern Finland, Objective 2 (regions facing specific 
structural difficulties) includes areas from central Finland and the whole coastal area of 
Ostrobothnia, while the areas that are phasing out are mainly located in the west and south-
west of the country (Perenius 2002: 29). 
For the period 2007-2013, the Council and the European Parliament in July 2006 
adopted new regulations for the Structural Funds, and three new objectives were established: 
the Convergence Objective, which will replace the current Objective 1 and will cover mostly 
the new Member States of Eastern Europe, the Regional Competitiveness and Employment 
Objective (in Finland, previous Objective 1 regions will be covered by this objective) and the 
European Territorial Cooperation Objective (Structural Funds…2006).  
The principle of subsidiarity involves that funds are administrated at the lowest 
appropriate level, whether regional, national, or European (Aalbu et al. 1999: 55). This 
concept was established by the 1993 Treaty on the European Union, Article 3b, and it refers 
to the sharing and devolution of power and policy towards the appropriate level of regional 
development (Jauhiainen 2000: 61). “What the lesser entity can do adequately should not be 
done by the greater entity unless it can do it better” (Future EU…2006). Subsidiarity has two 
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Figure 2. Finland and eligible areas for EU Structural Funds 2000-2006 (Finland 2006). 
main characteristics: decentralization and reflexivity; through decentralization, administrative 
bodies can enhance their ability for action, while reflexivity implies that both the higher and 
the lower level learn from each other throughout the performing of their functions 
(Baldersheim 2002: 204). In Finland, upon joining the EU, the principle of subsidiarity was 
fulfilled by the institution of the Regional Councils (for more detail see chapter 4, section 
4.3).   
 The third principle is partnership: the Commission, the Member States, and the 
regional authorities work in cooperation to plan, implement, and monitor the use of funds. 
Participation in these operations may include other local and regional social partners, as well 
as private actors. This principle “brings together different interests with realistic and bottom-
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up approaches. It is particularly important when linked to endogenous development” 
(Jauhiainen 2000: 67). As such, partnership is both a core principle and an organizational 
solution of Structural Fund Programmes. An important effect of the partnership approach is 
the strengthening of the voice of the regions versus their respective central governments. The 
influence of regional authorities has been welcomed by most commentators because it brings 
more local knowledge into the regional policy processes (Martin 1998: 92-93). In other 
words, the partnership principle is both a vertical and horizontal type of cooperation, and it is 
implemented in the financing, planning, implementation, monitoring, and in the evaluation of 
the entire financing process of the Structural Funds (Jauhiainen 2000: 68). In Finland “the 
partnership at the regional level is broad but asymmetric” (Aalbu et al. 1999: 70), because 
even though the Regional Councils play an important role in the Structural Fund Programmes, 
the key institutions in their implementation are the State Regional Offices (T&E Centres); 
thus, the “state has the final say in project financing” (Aalbu et al. 1999: 169). 
 Last but not least, the additionality principle means that for a specific project, the 
Member State’s funds are complemented by Community aid. The European Union has the 
responsibility of co-financing the regional development, and it supplements and complements 
the existing resources, which may be provided by a variety of actors, such as national and 
regional authorities, organizations, and the private sector (Jauhiainen 2000: 68).  
 
3.5. Finnish Regional Policy: an Introduction   
As in several other countries, in Finland the aims of regional policy have been both 
ambitious and ambiguous. A major debate in the history of Finnish regional policy has been 
how to balance efficiency and equality. In spite of the fact that these two concepts are 
potentially in conflict, the wide goals of Finnish regional policy have tried to include both, 
and the priority has been associated to the actual national economic situation (Tervo 2003: 
13).  
In Finland, regional problems are mostly located in the northern and eastern parts of 
the country, and are associated with demographic sparsity, peripherality, and cold climate 
(Gløersen et al. 2005: 1). Other relevant issues are out-migration, which is related to fragile 
settlement structures, the impact of ageing on regional development, and the lack of industrial 
diversification in some areas (Yuill 2005a: 6). Furthermore, Finland is characterized by 
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polarization between densely populated areas and sparsely populated ones, and in recent years 
this phenomenon has tended to increase (OECD territorial…2005: 29-30). 
Regional policy is laid out in the periodically renewed Regional Policy Act, which 
includes objectives and measures, methods of regional policy coordination, tools of regional 
development policy, and criteria for selecting the areas eligible for regional aid. The present 
legislation in this field dates back to the Regional Development Act (2002) and the Regional 
Development Decree (2002) (Tervo 2003: 15). The evolution of Finnish regional policy can 
be described and examined in different ways, but Vartiainen’s (1998) grouping is the most 
common classification adopted by scholars, at least until the end of the 1990s (Tervo 2003: 
15). According to this grouping, Finnish regional policy is classified into three distinctive, but 
at the same time somewhat overlapping development phases: 1) industrializing regional 
policy (1960s and 1970s); 2) welfare state regional policy (1970s and 1980s); 3) programme-
based regional policy (end of 1980s and 1990s). In addition, the Ministry of the Interior 
identifies the current regional development policy as a separate policy regime. With the 2002 
Regional Development Act, Finnish regional policy is at its seventh generation regarding its 
legislation developments (Finnish regional…2006).  
 
3.5.1. Industrializing Regional Policy
 At its beginnings, Finnish regional policy was characterized by the resource utilization 
argument (Tervo 2003: 13). The first phase developed on the 1950s post-war reconstruction, 
which “seemed to cause regional imbalances in population and in economic growth” 
(Perenius 2002: 23). One reason for the establishment of a systematic regional policy was the 
rapid migration from rural areas to towns, from north to south and from Finland to Sweden 
(Jauhiainen 2000: 80), and had its first developments in a famous paper “Does we have the 
patience to become prosperous?” written in 1952 by the then Prime Minister Urho Kekkonen, 
in which he claimed that a systematic action for the development of northern Finland had to 
be pursued (Tervo 2003: 16). The first law was passed for the period 1966-70, and the 
principal target was to industrialize the remote areas of the country by economic 
decentralization. This task was achieved through incentives such as tax relieves, interest 
subsidies and transportation aids, in order to encourage the location of industries in 
developing regions (Jauhiainen 2000: 80). The establishment of state-owned manufacturing 
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and energy companies such as Rautaruukki and Kemijoki transformed the southern part of 
Lapland in an area characterized by big industry (Tervo 2003: 16).  
Moreover, the country was divided into two major belts of development: industrialized 
southern Finland, and the lagging regions of northern and eastern Finland. The main objective 
was to bring labour force to these areas on the one hand, and to deliver investments on the 
other hand (Perenius 2002: 23). Towards the end of the 1960s, due to rapid changes in the 
business structure of the country and strong migration, there was a pressure to intensify 
regional policy, and a second law was designed for the period 1970-1975 (Jauhiainen 2000: 
80). In addition to industry, regional policy started to include also tourism and labour force, 
and in 1971 a state-owned funding corporation, KERA, was created to support enterprise 
activities. Throughout this development phase, industrialization remained at the core of 
regional policy (Perenius 2002: 23-24).   
 
3.5.2. Welfare State Regional Policy
 Significant changes in the way of thinking regional policy took place at the beginning 
of the 1970s, leading to a second new phase. A two-level planning system was implemented, 
involving state level (ministries) and regional level (provinces and other state authorities) 
(Finnish regional…2006). The third law was devised for the period 1975-1982 with the 
objective of promoting a welfare society; regional development did not concern only 
peripheral areas as before, but the country as a whole (Jauhiainen 2000: 80). The way of 
thinking changed “from economy to geography of well-being” (Perenius 2002: 24). The 
fourth law, which took force for the period 1982-88, highlighted the importance of qualitative 
investments and the decentralization of powers in regional development (Jauhiainen 2000: 
80). Interest subsidies were replaced by direct grants to help new or expanding firms during 
their initial phase. The two development belts of the previous regional policy phase were 
replaced by four main support regions, which were further divided into smaller entities known 
as A and B areas, creating the basis for a very fragmented structure (Jauhiainen 2000: 80). 
The fifth law (period 1988-93) devoted its attention to the equality principle, and Small and 
Medium Enterprises (SMEs) became a more important target for support (Jauhiainen 2000: 
80). 
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From the middle of the 1980s, when the planning phase took its concrete shape, new 
concepts were used, such as innovation, network economy, and spontaneous development 
(Perenius 2002: 24). Emphasis shifted from ‘hard’ to ‘soft’ regional policy, including not only 
investment on hardware, but also the development of knowledge and networks (Virkkala 
2002: 136). The first signs of programme-based development were visible especially in areas 
such as development programmes for regional centres, regional technology programmes and 
structural change programmes (Virkkala 2002: 136). Throughout the 1980s the belief in a 
holistic planning system began to decline, and, as a result, the common planning department 
was closed and responsibility for regional development was transferred to the Department of 
Regional Development of the Ministry of the Interior (Perenius 2002: 24). Until the economic 
crisis of the 1990s, the need to combine regional equality with macroeconomic efficiency was 
pivotal. By contrast, the crisis of the 1990s put more emphasis on macroeconomic objectives, 
causing a decline in the level of resources allocated to the public sector (Virkkala 2002: 136). 
 
3.5.3. Programme-Based Regional Policy and Alignment to EU Regional Policy 
 From 1989 to 2001 the key regional policy target was the promotion of a knowledge-
based society, which represented the main framework for the innovation stage of economic 
development (Steinbock 2004: 52). The programming-based regional development policy 
became a reality in 1993 with the sixth regional policy legislation (Perenius 2002: 25). The 
new Regional Development Act 1135/93 “was a response to the severe recession that Finland 
experienced at the beginning of the 1990s, with basic goals seeking to support countrywide 
restructuring and reform to redress the economy” (OECD territorial…2005: 68). In this phase 
the planning system included regional, thematic, and problem-oriented programmes. Besides 
the old central and regional actors (state and municipal authorities, business sector 
organizations) and the new supra-national players (EU), local actors (businesses, universities, 
polytechnics, research units) increased rapidly (Steinbock 2004: 52).   
 What is more, throughout this phase national regional policy was aligned to the EU 
development fund programmes, which have become the dominating mode of operating in all 
aspects of regional development (Tervo 2003: 18). Accession to the EU involved an overall 
reorganization of regional policy’s administration, because the responsibility of regional 
development was transferred from state-bound Provincial Offices to the Regional Councils.    
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The national regional policy has conformed to the EU policy, and, to some extent, it 
resembles the Structural Fund approach. “The regions themselves have been given a greater 
role, which allows for account to be taken of regional strengths and weaknesses in policy 
implementation” (Tervo 2003: 19). Similarly to the EU policy, the national policy is 
programme-based and regional support is carried out into three support areas (Perenius 2002: 
40). The support region 1 covers eastern Finland, support region 2 includes northern Finland 
and Maanselkä Region, while support region 3 covers all the other areas (Perenius 2002: 40). 
For the present period (2000-2006) there are remarkable differences between EU and national 
aid areas (Economic Council 2001: 89). As for eastern Finland, both policies provide the 
highest level of aid, while in the case of northern Finland the national policy provides lower 
funding for the presence within its boundaries of the Oulu Region, whose GDP is higher than 
the rest of northern Finland (Economic Council 2001: 89).  
 
3.5.4. Current Regional Development Policy  
  As mentioned in section 3.5, the basic policy framework in Finland is currently based 
on the 2002 Regional Development Act. During the early period of office, each government 
sets the specific targets that would like to achieve throughout its mandate: “State authorities 
shall [in their operations] take account of national regional development targets, promote their 
achievement and evaluate the effects of the action they take in terms of regional 
development” (Regional Development Act 602/2002 Section 9). The last Government 
Decision in this regard dates back to January 2004.  
 The 2002 Regional Development Act represents a significant change in perceiving the 
regional problem in comparison to the abrogated 1993 Regional Development Act. While 
earlier the stress of the policy was on territorial balance and service provision, with the new 
Act the main policy objective is to promote regional competitiveness of the whole country: 
      The purpose of this Act is to create the preconditions for economic growth, industrial and business 
development, and a higher employment rate that will guarantee regional competitiveness and well-
being on a basis of competence and sustainable development. Further purposes are to reduce 
differences between regions in level of development, improve their people’s living conditions, and 
promote balanced development among the regions (Regional Development Act 602/2002 Section 1). 
 
 The 2004 Government Decision explained this shift in regional policy’s objectives by 
remarking that throughout the last decade, the setting for regional development in Finland has 
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changed substantially (Yuill 2005b: 50). The challenges given by globalization, pressures 
from European integration and enlargement, and international competitiveness have increased 
considerably than in the 1990s, and they have required more flexibility of the regional 
structures. Another important novelty has been the shift from investment-driven growth to 
innovation-driven development, and this factor can be associated to the increasing 
concentration of production, labour, and population in the Helsinki Metropolitan Area, Oulu, 
Tampere, Turku-Salo, and Jyväskylä (Yuill 2005b: 50). The sparsely populated areas of the 
north and the east are still having significant problems, with major population decline due to a 
drastic reduction in the number of farms (over 40% between 1990 and 2002) and out-
migration of young and skilled people who move away from their original place of birth. 
Because of these latter reasons, the Government Decision recommended that actions to 
preserve settlement structures and to keep regional balance had to be continued (Yuill 2005b: 
50-51). 
 Following the guidelines of the 2002 Regional Development Act, the 2004 
Government Decision identified three main broad targets for regional development: 1) to 
strengthen the international and national competitiveness of the regions; 2) to safeguard the 
country’s service structure; 3) to achieve a balanced regional structure (Yuill 2005b: 51). In 
regards to reinforcing regional competitiveness, the government highlighted the need of 
intensifying regional innovation policy. Innovation is becoming a key word in Finnish 
regional policy; even though there has not been so far a distinct regional innovation policy in 
the country, the importance of innovation will likely intensify in the future (Yuill 2005b: 65). 
An example of increasing focus on innovation is given by the establishment of the Centre of 
Expertise Programme. Started in 1994, and currently in its second phase (1999-2006), this 
Programme has been created to promote regional specialization and cooperation between 
research and industry to take advantage of the best skills present in both urban and rural areas. 
“In an indirect way it is an urban centred programme, as it reflects the idea that the core of 
any regional innovation system is the functional urban region” (Antikainen & Vartiainen 
2005: 148). Technology Centres and Science Parks are committed to the practical 
implementation of the Programme and to create the framework for the actual projects. The 
Centre of Expertise Programme is currently carried out by twenty-two Centres of Expertise 
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with forty-five fields of knowledge, which include bio-materials, the food sector, energy 
technology, health care, design, and forestry (Yuill 2005b: 56-57).  
 Also the Regional Development Centre Programme started in 2000 involves 
innovation, and its main objective is to highlight, and at the same time reinforce the 
polycentric nature of the Finnish national urban system (Antikainen & Vartiainen 2005: 149). 
 Regional Centres have an economic impact that extends beyond any particular sub-region 
and nearby municipalities in terms of both service production and availability. The number of 
these Centres is thirty-four and they are located in every part of the country, in addition to 
another area on a pilot basis (Yuill 2005b: 58). 
Since the 2004 Government Decision on policy targets, there has also been a policy 
emphasis on nine urban centres in Finland, which, for their level of innovation, knowledge, 
and expertise, are regarded as vital for strengthening the competitiveness of the country: 
Helsinki, Tampere, Turku, Oulu, Jyväskylä, Kuopio, Lahti, Lappeenranta-Imatra and Vaasa. 
Finnish urban policy is fairly unique within the European context, because it does not 
concentrate on social issues, but it aims at the development potential of urban centres and it 
emphasizes the importance of urban networks. Thus, it is not considered an instrument to deal 
with social problems; rather, it is a tool to prevent them (Yuill 2005b: 64). “This, in turn, is 
challenging the traditional approach to regional economic development since it places the 
focus on functional urban areas rather than on regions” (Yuill 2005b: 64). Last but not least, 
innovation is promoted by the strategic regional programmes developed by the Regional 
Councils. 
 Besides the innovation environment, other actions that should be undertaken to 
strengthen regional competitiveness include the enhancement of the regional business 
environment through the promotion of business networking, and a more pro-customer 
approach of the Employment and Development Centres (Yuill 2005b: 51-52). As for 
safeguarding the country’s service structure, the Government Decision remarked the need of 
guaranteeing the availability and quality of basic local government services, and it also 
recommended the promotion of voluntary municipality mergers, and the preservation of 
regional coverage of educational, cultural, and recreational services (Yuill 2005b: 52). 
 Finally, in order to fulfil the objective of a balanced regional structure, government’s 
recommendations included the need for specific actions regarding eastern Finland, Kainuu, 
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and other sparsely populated areas, and also the strengthening of rural and island policies 
(Yuill 2005b: 52). The Rural Policy Programme, implemented for the first time in 1991, has 
the aim of “revitalize and diversify occupations and safeguard and develop services in rural 
areas by coordinating measures in various administrative sectors that affect them” (Regional 
Development Act 602/2002 Section 15). The Islands Programme, whose institution dates back 
to the Island Development Act (494/1981), has the goal of guaranteeing livelihood and the 
availability of transport and services on the island areas as well as of protecting their 
environment. Island policy represents one of the oldest components of Finnish regional 
policy; issues related to islands were addressed by a specific committee as early as 1948 
(Island Policy 2006). 
  
3.5.5. Finland Regional Policy Strategy 2013 
 After the 2002 Regional Development Act came into force, a working group from the 
Ministry of the Interior developed a proposal containing the broad outlines of a long-term 
national regional development strategy for the post-2006 EU regional and structural policy 
until the year 2013. This strategy was shaped analyzing the global and national challenges that 
will modify the structure of the economy and society and, as a result, affect regional 
development (Finland’s Regional...2003: 9). The primary objective of this strategy is to 
guarantee the preconditions for a good life nationwide, which is first and most importantly an 
equality issue; in spite of their domicile, citizens must have the basics of a good life, such as a 
secure income, access to public services, reasonable housing condition, etc (Finland’s 
Regional...2003: 13). The second objective is to ensure competitiveness to all Finnish regions; 
every administrative region should aim at having at least one main urban area that provides a 
competitive location for a wide variety of companies of different types, and also a diversified 
labour market for people of different age and education. In order to achieve competitiveness, 
regions are encouraged to find their own strengths and success factors, which may derive for 
instance from their specific expertise, regional accessibility, and social capital. “The regions 
should not all be competing for the same companies but find their own ‘target groups’ which 
may well view their strengths as competitive, and increasingly so internationally, too” 
(Finland’s Regional…2003: 14). Last, polycentricity and smooth transformation of the 
regional structure must be promoted in order to keep all regions viable. “Within such a 
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structure, global, national, and local centres will form a broad network and function as the 
core of the strengthening integration of town and countryside, helping to enhance the latter’s 
viability” (Finland’s Regional...2013 2003: 14).  
 Based on these recommendations, the new government guidelines for the period 2007-
2013 have established that national regional policy should take into account these five key 
elements: 1) there should be more efforts in further clarifying and deepening strategy and 
programming work; 2) policy areas should be combined in a more flexible way; 3) the roles 
of the EU and national regional policy should be made clearer; 4) ministries play a strategic 
role while regions are responsible for implementation; 5) regional strategic programmes and 
their implementation plans form the basis at regional level; in particular, they identify the 
main targets and projects, even those of special programmes. As part of this process, all sub-
regions draw up a development plan stating the main projects (Mykkänen 2006). 
The Regional Centre Programme and the Centre of Expertise Programme will be more 
focused than before, and their division of tasks made clearer. Furthermore, they will focus on 
strengthening knowledge as laid out in the Lisbon Strategy. The Centre of Expertise 
Programme will concentrate on reinforcing international competitiveness and their number 
will decrease, while the Regional Centre Programme will continue as a special programme in 
2007-2010, and it will emphasize the strengthening of knowledge and its structures 
(Mykkänen 2006). 
 Even the Rural Policy Programme and the Island Development Programme will be 
carried out for the period 2007-2010, and their projects will be specified in the regional 
strategic programme implementation plans. While the former will lead and coordinate the 
various ministries’ actions regarding the development of rural areas, the latter will be 
responsible for making use of island and water areas, and the sea (Mykkänen 2006). Another 
important element to mention among the future guidelines by the government for the period 
2007-2013, is that a policy for the Helsinki Metropolitan Region will be prepared as part of 
the urban policy package (Mykkänen 2006). 
 
3.6. Regional Policy Actors and Implementation  
 In Finland, the national level has a key role in the overall framework of regional 
policy governance (Figure 3), and its presence at the regional level is quite strong. The state 
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ministries are coordinated by the Ministry of the Interior, whose branch responsible for 
regional policy matters is known also as Ministry of Regional and Municipal Affairs (OECD 
territorial…2005: 153). 
      The Ministry of the Interior is responsible for the formulation of national targets for regional 
development in cooperation with other Ministries and the Regional Councils. In addition, the Ministry 
of Interior is responsible for coordinating, monitoring, and evaluating the preparation and 
implementation of regional strategic programmes and other programmes in accordance to this 
Act…(Regional Development Act 602/2002 Chapter 2 Section 6). 
 
Figure 3. Finnish regional policy governance (OECD territorial…2005: 152).  
Below the national level, specialized administrative bodies are the intermediaries of 
the central government at the regional level. The five Provincial Offices bring together seven 
different ministries at the regional level and have the duty of monitoring and evaluating the 
implementation of key services by municipalities for these seven ministries. As for regional 
development, the Provincial Offices implement the Structural Fund Programmes in the field 
of education. The fifteen Employment and Development Centres (T&E Centres) have a key 
role in the management of the Structural Funds and they support enterprises by giving advice 
to businesses, by promoting their technological development and helping them with exports 
(OECD territorial…2005: 157). “The T&E Centres have operational power since they make 
decisions concerning the financing of certain projects, and they also have some kind of 
strategic role in the way that they provide basic guidelines on how to develop agriculture or 
entrepreneurship” (Lintilä 28.06.2006). Other Regional Offices that represent the state at the 
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regional level are thirteen Environmental Centres and nine Road Departments. The nineteen 
Regional Councils are Joint Municipal Bodies with strategic regional development tasks. Last 
but not least, there are 432 municipalities, which are the main providers of services and also 
significant contributors to regional development strategies, because their Council members 
are present in the Regional Councils (OECD territorial…2005: 153).  
Within the framework of the 2002 Regional Development Act, regional policy is 
implemented according to four elements (Figure 4).  
 
                      
2002 
REGIONAL 
DEVELOPMENT 
ACT 
GOVERNMENT STRATEGY: NATIONAL TARGETS 
REGIONAL PLANS 
BY SECTORAL 
MINISTRIES
STRATEGIC REGIONAL  
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GOVERNMENT DECISION ON 
SPECIAL PROGRAMMES
                       Figure 4. Regional policy implementation (adapted from Kavonius 2005). 
 
The first one is the government strategy that decides the national targets. The second 
element is represented by the ten ministries that are responsible for making their own regional 
development plans, namely the Ministry of Trade and Industry, the Ministry of Transport and 
Communications, the Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, the Ministry of Justice, the 
Ministry of Education, the Ministry of Defence, the Ministry of Interior, the Ministry of 
Social Affairs and Health, the Ministry of Labour, and the Ministry of Environment (Yuill 
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2005b: 9). Thirdly, the Regional Councils have to make their own strategic programmes; last, 
there are the special programmes, namely the Centre of Expertise Programme, the Regional 
Centre Programme, the Rural Areas Programme, and the Island Policy Programme. 
      I think that the sectoral policies are more and more regionalized and diversified according to the 
regions…earlier we had different regional policies and different sectoral policies but in the future we 
are going to have sectoral policies and regionalized sectoral policies, which have the main resources 
concerning how to develop regions…(Kavonius 17.07.2006). 
 
 To conclude, regional policy implementation includes both bottom-up and top-down 
processes. The operative actions are bottom-up, because more defined and detailed 
programmes are laid out at the regional level. Regions are different and they can stress 
specific and more local issues in their own programmes. At the same time though, there are 
top-down processes because these regional strategic programmes have to have the same 
priorities that the government has (Kavonius 17.07.2006). The next chapter reconstructs both 
the genesis and the nature of new regional structure, which was the result of the 
administrative reforms of the 1990s.   
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4. EU MEMBERSHIP AND THE 1990s ADMINISTRATIVE REFORMS 
 
4.1. Finland and the European Integration Issue 
During the Cold War, Finland remained outside the European unification project, and 
it emphasized its national sovereignty and neutrality (Tiilikainen 1998). Neutrality was 
considered as a source of security, and the country wanted to avoid taking part in situations 
whereby there was a risk of a conflict between the Soviet Union and the United States or their 
allies. European integration was considered neither a holistic political and cultural effort 
towards federalism, nor a peace project; by contrast, it was viewed as a system of power that 
divided Europe into two separate blocs. The fact that the European project was also one of 
economic integration, and thus it could be beneficial to the Finnish economy, being a Western 
Project it was always considered in contrast with Finnish neutrality (Tiilikainen 1998: 158). 
Throughout the Cold War, Finland used to carry out steady and profitable trade relations with 
the Soviet Union (Mattli 1999). 
The liberation of Eastern Europe, and, above all, the collapse of the Soviet Union 
instigated an identity crisis in Finnish politics (Tiilikainen 1998: 159); for the first time, 
European integration was deemed as a valid option. “The membership option was rendered 
positive by arguing that over a couple of years, Europe had changed dramatically and the 
political and economic core of Europe now centred around European integration” (Tiilikainen 
1998: 164). Membership was supported by the political and economic elites almost without 
exception and only the rural Centre Party (Suomen Keskusta, Kesk) took the decision 
disunited. The biggest division over membership was geographical in nature. While the cities 
and urban areas, mostly located in the south, were mainly pro-European, the countryside 
(particularly on the west) was against European integration. “The typical yes voter was a well-
educated male living in an urban environment, whereas women and those with less education, 
or rural backgrounds correlated with a negative vote to the EU…” (Jungar 2002: 400). On 
October 16, 1994, in the national referendum on EU membership, Finnish citizens approved 
the Treaty of Accession by 57% (Tiilikainen 1998: 163). 
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 4.2. Finnish Regional Level until the Beginning of the 1990s 
Since the late 1800s, when Finland was still part of Russia, until the beginning of the 
1990s, there were every now and then proposals for establishing a regional tier of government 
between central and local level, but for various reasons, they never became a reality. During 
the 1870s the Finnish Senate produced many reports in order to accomplish this goal; these 
plans however, were hindered by political conflicts between liberals and conservatives, urban 
and rural representatives, Finnish-speaking and Swedish-speaking people and as a result, they 
were soon abandoned (Mennola 1999: 390). 
 As mentioned in section 1.1, the first Constitution, which came into force in 1919, two 
years after Finland became an independent country (December 6, 1917), also included a 
provision allowing the establishment of some kind of regional or ‘upper grade’ level of self-
government to be passed later on by a normative law. A committee led by Antti Tulenheimo 
was soon nominated to draft a regional self-government system for the Republic of Finland. 
Nevertheless, neither its proposition in 1923, nor the revised version by the first President of 
Finland K.J. Ståhlberg in 1930 became ever concrete. In this case, it was the rural 
municipalities to oppose the plan, because they were afraid of losing their influence. The 
result was that “instead of regional self-government Finland developed, first slowly, but after 
World War II very rapidly, a large network of joint organizations of local authorities to take 
care of various regional types of services” (Mennola 1999: 390).  
Another period of regional enthusiasm occurred in the 1950s; a committee was 
established in order to propose a regional self-government. Before the work of the 
Commission ended though, the political atmosphere changed once again, and the plan was 
abandoned. In the following decades, political and administrative patterns went towards the 
hierarchy of a strong welfare state; following the trends occurring in Sweden and also in 
England, influential political forces in Finland encouraged the implementation of a large-scale 
amalgamation plan for the local authorities and their connection through a variety of 
regulatory systems. The regional level was going to be organized within the state’s 
organization, taking the form of a ‘democratized’ unitary county administration. According to 
the proposal of the committee under Martti Viitanen in 1974, this county would be 
represented by an elected council, and in addition, all the former regional organizations would 
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be merged in this unitary county administration. As it happened in previous cases, this 
proposed reform was not implemented (Mennola 1999: 390).  
Since 1932, the basic divisions between the state and the local authorities have been 
very similar to those ones today. The political framework and policies are laid out at the 
national level, by parliament and government, while the services are produced by either single 
local authorities or sub-regional associations and joint authorities. No clearly regional level 
has emerged. The political and administrative structures of the country have not changed 
significantly until the beginning of the 1990s, when Finland decided to join the European 
Union. Until then, as established by the Form of Government Act (Hallitusmuoto, HM 
94/1919), which was one of the most fundamental laws composing the previous Constitution 
of Finland (abrogated by the new one in 1999), the country was divided into provinces 
(Lääni), counties (Kihlakunta), and communes (Kunta) (Nousiainen 1971: 292). 
While provinces were very important because of their administrative authority, 
counties were only territorial units for census purposes. Palomäki (1968: 288) stated that 
“public knowledge of the provinces may be thus considered fairly good in Finland. The 
province as a regional concept may also be considered to be a matter of every day 
significance in the lives of people”. The provinces date back to the period of Swedish rule, 
and as Finnish population increased through time, also the number of provinces grew; from 
the 1960s to the administrative reforms of the 1990s, their number was twelve (Nousiainen 
1971: 292-293). The administrative organizations between the provinces and the municipal 
level consisted of regional offices of a number of ministries, and at the local level there were 
two different types of cooperation in place: voluntary, such as the Leagues of Rural 
Communes and the League of Finnish Cities, and mandatory, such as the Union of 
Communes (Kuntainliitto) (Nousiainen 1971: 337-338).  
   
4.3. The 1990s Reforms and the Institution of the Regional Councils 
I think if we had not joined the EU anyway the Regional Councils would have born; but of 
course these subsidiarity and partnership principles gave a stronger interest for that (Kavonius 
17.07.2006).  
 
The 1990s, which experienced “the largest administrative reforms in Finland’s 
history” (Kinnunen 2004: 9), mainly affected the intermediate level, between the central and 
local government. Their implementation contributed to a simpler and more homogenous 
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administration (Böhme 2002: 112). Similarly to Sweden, Finland “was faced with the 
challenge of adjusting her administrative structure to adapt to Structural Fund regulations” 
(Aalbu et al. 1999: 73). The key elements of the government agenda were decentralization 
and regional democracy: nineteen Regional Councils (Maakuntaliitto) were established, and 
the Ministries’ Regional Offices were reorganized (Aalbu et al. 1999). As Haveri 
(16.08.2006) argues, these reforms were the result of a series of forces that pushed to a similar 
direction at the same time: 1) the Europeanization phenomenon that reached Finland at the 
end of the 1980s and beginning of the 1990s; 2) political forces; 3) socio-economic forces. 
Although Europeanization was quite important to the shaping of these reforms, it should not 
be regarded as its direct causation; what is more, it is not appropriate to try to disentangle 
endogenous and exogenous dynamics of change.  
During the preparation process of the new Finnish programme-based regional policy 
legislation (1991 and beginning of 1992), Sweden informed that it wanted to be a member of 
the EU, and soon thereafter, also Finland applied for full membership in the European 
Community in March 1992 (Tiilikainen 1998: 159). This event slightly changed the course of 
the legislative work; the Ministry of the Interior officials started to visit Brussels and some 
other countries that were already part of the European Union (Kavonius 17.07.2006). For 
instance, Scots were interviewed about EU Structural Fund Programmes, in particular how 
they had assimilated the Structural Funds and organized their administration and planning 
system. The creation of proper administrative structures for the implementation of the EU 
Structural Funds regulations was an important factor behind the new policy legislation (Aalbu 
et al. 1999; Eskelinen et al. 2000; Sandberg 10.08.2006).  
Furthermore, there was a strong rhetoric for Europeanization in Finland, and the 
establishment of a regional level was considered as synonymous with modernization and, 
what is more, as a clean break with the Russian sphere of influence (Haveri 16.08.2006). “For 
some of the Finns, membership in the EU was conceived of both as a manifestation of identity 
and a recognition of Finland as belonging to the west” (Jungar 2002: 401). According to 
Böhme (2002: 117), in at least two dimensions the creation of the Regional Councils 
represents a significant shift towards Europeanization. First of all, there is a stronger 
regionalization creating a regional level rooted in the municipal system: through the Regional 
Councils “Finland moves closer to the philosophy of a Europe of the Regions”. Secondly, the 
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European Spatial Planning Development (ESPD) concepts were applied since spatial planning 
and regional development fell under the same authority, the Regional Councils.   
 At the same time, there was a political target from the Centre Party, which was the 
leading party in the government run by Esko Aho (1991-1995). The Centre Party wanted to 
have quite autonomous regions and had this opinion for years (Kavonius 17.07.2006); if a 
regional tier of government were established, this political organization would lead in most of 
the regional governments, ruling de facto most of the country (Haveri 16.08.2006).  
Since its establishment, this party has been historically rooted in the rural areas of 
Finland, (which cover most of the Finnish territorial surface), and, prior to 1962, it was named 
Agrarian Party (Nousiainen 1971: 89). The main party’s ideology was born around the 
concepts of rural ideology and rural culture; however, from the 1950s onwards, due to 
changes in the social structure, the Agrarian Party had as a target the incorporation of other 
segments of the civil society dealing also with non-agricultural issues. One of the first actions 
towards this direction was to change the organization name into Centre Party (Nousiainen 
1971: 90). This political organization, as mentioned in section 4.1, was disunited about the 
possibility of joining the EU, and it was going to accept membership upon the condition that 
the Regional Councils were established (Malinen 27.07.2006). It was not politically feasible 
in that period to adopt an autonomous type of region, and the establishment of the new policy 
legislation, which included the institution of the Regional Councils, was the result of a 
compromise between the Centre Party’s bottom-up approach and the National Coalition 
(Kansallinen Kokoomus, Kok) pro-centre administration (Kinnunen 2004: 9).  
Even the local initiative was important; among politicians in the municipalities 
circulated the idea that in Finland there should be municipal-based regional bodies (Lintilä 
28.06.2006) and therefore, the goal was to put emphasis on the community level, the bottom-
up perspective (Kinnunen 2004: 9). Although the Regional Councils were officially 
implemented with the 1993 Regional Development Act, they had already been established a 
few years earlier by merging two inter-municipal organizations: “the voluntary Regional 
Associations that had represented regional interests in dealing with the national policy-making 
bodies; and the legally constituted Regional Planning Associations that had been responsible 
for physical planning” (Eskelinen et al. 1997: 167). In substance, while on the one hand the 
government made the decision to establish the Regional Councils, on the other hand it was the 
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municipalities that designed themselves how to draw their boundaries (Lintilä 28.06.2006). 
For the most part the geographical areas of these councils correspond to those previous 
voluntary based regional institutions (Mennola 1999: 392). It is also worth noting how already 
in 1968, in a national survey of opinion of the concept of province among Finnish primary 
school teachers, “twenty public opinion provinces emerged,” whose boundaries roughly 
correspond to the present days Regional Councils (Palomäki 1968: 291).  
The creation of some of the nineteen Regional Councils was also partially the result of 
giving a reward to those regions that did not have a province before; an example is the 
establishment of the Regional Council of Central Ostrobothnia (Keski-Pohjanmaan liitto), 
also known as ‘Aho Land’ after the name of the then Prime Minister Aho who came from 
north of Kokkola (Sandberg 10.08.2006). Last but not least, there are other two forces that 
contributed to these administrative reforms. One of them was the economic change that 
occurred at the beginning of the 1990s; as already mentioned (see sections 1.2 and 3.5.3), the 
1993 Regional Development Act has to be read as an answer to the economic recession that 
affected the country throughout those years. Secondly, the other event was the socio-
economic development that was very strong especially inside the city-regions, which became 
more deeply integrated (Haveri 16.08.2006). In the end, the new legislation fit very well with 
the ideas of EU Structural Funds policies and the idea of the role of regions in the EU context. 
It was therefore in this type of setting that the Regional Councils were founded (Kavonius 
17.07.2006). While earlier it was only the state which was responsible for regional 
development in Finland, along with the Provincial Offices and the State Regional Offices, 
now following the EU principle of partnership it came into force that it is the Regional 
Councils and the state together which became responsible (Kavonius 17.07.2006). 
Similarly to what happened ten years earlier in Denmark with the County Councils, 
the Finnish Regional Councils did suggest a partnership solution, and it was expected that the 
latter would be given control of the resources of regional development. Nonetheless, whereas 
the Danish County Councils were mature and well-established institutions that were able to 
merge their work with the EU Structural Funds, “the Finnish regions were too small, it was 
argued; they lacked the capacity and ability to negotiate directly with the Commission” 
(Aalbu et al. 1999: 69). Regional Councils did not have any right to decide on national 
funding, and also these institutions were not considered appropriate to face the new challenge. 
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In 1995, when the Structural Funds were implemented, the Finnish government decided not to 
strengthen the decision-making power of the Regional Councils; rather, it was planned to 
reform and reinforce the State Regional Offices to handle administration of the Structural 
Funds at the regional level (Aalbu et al. 1999: 70).      
 
4.4. The Completion of the New Regional Policy Governance 
…After EU membership, the T&E Centres were created, and it was more from the Social 
Democrats, who wanted also the regions stronger, but by means of strengthening the state authorities 
at the regional level…(Malinen 27.07.2006).  
  
The reinforcement of the state regional administration was put into practice in 1997, 
when the government launched a series of reforms under the heading ‘Regional Reforms 
2000’ (Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 368). The number of provinces was cut down from twelve 
to five (in addition to the Autonomous Province of Åland Islands) (Figure 5), and their 
reduction was justified by the government with the fact that fewer provinces would be able to 
carry on their duties even in a larger geographical area (Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 368). This 
governmental decision caused many demonstrations in some parts of the country such as 
Ostrobothnia, Savo and other areas that would become periphery with the new Regional 
Councils (Sandberg 10.08.2006). 
 In the case of North Karelia, Hyttinen (19.06.2006) suggests that the institution of the 
Regional Council replaced the Province as the main ‘regional image’ in the minds of people:  
      At that time in 1997, the number of provinces was decreasing, it was already known that we were 
not having any more this Province of North Karelia, especially here people wanted to have some 
organization that identified themselves with North Karelia, a regional image, or mental link, that we 
are from North Karelia, so this means that our organization Regional Council has nowadays taken the 
place of the Province as a kind of mental image, and in that sense the domestic factor was also strong.    
 
Another important objective of the ‘Regional Reforms 2000’ was the institution of the 
Employment and Economic Development Centres (TE Keskus). They consisted of the 
Regional Offices of the Ministry of Trade and Industry, the Ministry of Labour, and the 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry, which were merged into fifteen centres across the 
country. The main goal of this merge was to integrate the activities of these three ministries at 
the regional level. Only the Ministry of the Environment with its thirteen Regional 
Environmental Centres (Alueelliset Ympäristökeskukset), and the Ministry of Education 
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Figure 5. Finnish provinces (adapted from OECD territorial…2005: 156, Fig 3.2). 
through the five Provincial Offices kept their separate units of administration (Kettunen & 
Kungla 2005: 368). 
The number of the T&E Centres does not match the number of the Regional Councils, 
and some T&E Centres include or overlap one or more Regional Councils. “The State 
regional administration authorities’ areas of competence shall, unless there are special reasons 
to the contrary, be based on the division into regions in a way permitting them to exercise 
competence within one or more regions...” (Division into Regions Act 1159/1997 Section 1). 
The decision of implementing the T&E Centres, which are currently the key actors at 
the regional level because of their control of most of the financial resources, was supported by 
the Social Democrats (Suomen Sosialidemokraattinen Puolue, SDP), who wanted also 
stronger regions but by means of strengthening the state authorities at the regional level, in 
particular the cooperation and policies within the state sector (Malinen 27.07.2006). The 
introduction of the T&E Centres can perhaps be seen as a way of counterbalancing the role 
and power of the Regional Councils at the intermediate level. “The Social Democrats (SDP) 
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have traditionally supported central administration led government, the top-down view” 
(Kinnunen 2004: 10), and in general they have never been in favour of the Regional Councils. 
The same thing can be applied to the Coalition Party, which has even a more centralized view 
of the Social Democrats. Also, these two parties think that urban areas have more power and 
more resources than the regions, because they have the taxation rights, and they are the real 
actors at the regional level; in this regard, it is important to remember that the current Minister 
of Regional and Municipal Affairs, Hannes Manninen, is strongly speaking in EU arenas 
about Finnish urban and innovation policy, which is based on urban areas, and this is a very 
different message to EU partners than power to the regions (Kavonius 17.07.2006). During 
the Lipponen Governments I (1995-1999) and II (1999-2003), in which the SDP was the 
dominant party, it was clear how the creation of the T&E Centres and the five provinces was 
the result of this political party goals (Kinnunen 2004: 10). The current Vanhanen 
Government (2003-2007) is formed both by the SDP and the Centre Party, and therefore 
includes both bottom-up and top-down approaches.  
In 1997 the boundaries of the regions within which the Regional Councils were 
already operating were officially established by the Division into Regions Act 1159/1997. 
      For regional development and land use planning, the country is divided into regions. An area to be 
named as a region is composed of municipalities which form together, functionally and economically, 
as well as for the purposes of the planning of the area, an appropriate whole. The number as well as 
the areas and names of the regions are decided by the government after hearing the Regional Councils 
and the municipalities concerned…(Division into Regions Act 1159/1997 Section 1). 
 
In this legislative act there is no mentioning of historical or cultural regions, while 
stress is emphasized on the functional and economic type of region; in other words, “the 
Finnish regional system demonstrates a rigorous functional and administrative rationale, with 
the tasks assigned to the regions being established before the regions were set up, rather than 
vice versa” (Sawicki 2004: 228).  
  
4.5. The Regional Level and the Issues of Fragmentation and Overlapping 
From the state point of view, we are not so strongly regionally organized, but we are sector 
organized (Lintilä 28.06.2006). 
 
The objective of this section is to investigate whether or not fragmentation and 
overlapping in functions exist among the various regional actors that are the output of the 
reforms of the 1990s. Before starting the discussion, Debate 1 includes the most 
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representative opinions on the current condition of the Finnish regional level that has been 
collected among the interviewees.  
 
Debate 1: Is Finnish Regional Level Fragmented and/or Overlapping in Functions? 
 
Antikainen (2006): I can see that there is lot of overlapping and fragmentation between functional 
urban areas and the Regional Councils in some places, but there are also areas that are working 
perfectly together such as in North Karelia, and Oulu Region. In some areas, functional urban areas 
are not working together, but they are competing, such as in North Savo. It varies a lot in Finland, in 
most of the regions is quite ok. If one would say one is the worst [regional fragmentation], and five is 
the best, I would say three. 
 
Haveri (2006): The system of regional governance in Finland is quite modern or post modern because 
there is no hierarchic power in regional governance; Regional Councils and State Regional Offices 
are interrelated in quite clever way because the money comes from the state agencies and Regional 
Councils have the power to coordinate policies…in a way it is a network governance in a very modern 
way, but it is also fragmented…we wouldn’t need such governance if the regional level had not been 
so fragmented as it is now; also the functions are still overlapping although there has been positive 
development in that sense from how it was fifteen years ago; for example, regarding environmental 
policies there has been a converging trend; we have all environmental affairs today in one office while 
before 1994 the environmental affairs were divided into three different organizations...The system 
works reasonably well, although it is difficult to find such political decisions that you would put all the 
development efforts for example to one or two specific issues; quite often the resources are spread to 
many small projects, and this is one of the problems of the regional governance today, it is part of the 
network governance that you have to find compromises all the time...it is a strength, but also a 
weakness in the Finnish system. 
 
Kavonius (2006): There has to be a rethinking of the role of the regional actors…they have to 
cooperate more than they do at the moment, and at the same time there are too many actors…For 
example I think that there are too many Regional Councils; it would be enough to have less than ten, 
maybe five. The functional or urban areas are the key actors in this open economy. T&E Centres are 
funding and advice organizations. If the Regional Councils want to keep their role, they have to 
change their attitudes, they have to be more strategic than they are at the moment…now they are 
interested in such issues such as who can take the decision concerning EU money, but this is not the 
key issue, the strategy is the key  issue. 
 
Lempinen (2006): Fragmentation is part of overlapping…it is fragmented in the way that the 
provinces, the T&E Centres, and we [the Regional Councils] do partly the same job, it concerns 
especially for instance the Objective 3 Programme funded by the Social Fund, we are all included in 
the process…it is not defined in the T&E Centres which of the duties are development and which are 
authority duties, and  it would be more natural that when it comes to development which has a 
connection to political decisions, that these decisions are made here in the Regional Council... 
 
Leskinen (2006): Of course it is fragmented; and in some sense overlapped; for instance, when talking 
about rural areas, in that case T&E Centres and Regional Councils have some overlapping duties, but 
mostly they have not. 
 
Lintilä (2006): In a way it is fragmented, but it is not so simple, because our administration is very 
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sectoral, almost every ministry has its own regional organization; quite logical that there are many 
regional administrative bodies, so it makes sense that if we want to do sectoral policy, it is clear that 
we have also to have sectoral regional organizations. The other question is that regions do not have 
their own financial power, they are dependent on the sectoral state organizations, dependent on state 
budget, so it is one reason why there are so many administrative bodies at the regional level… 
 
Nousiainen (2006): Maybe not overlapping. We have Regional Councils, T&E Centres, Environmental 
Centres that have their own functions and they are not overlapping. The problem is that we have 
nineteen Regional Councils, fifteen T&E Centres, thirteen Environmental Offices, and then five 
Provincial Offices, so the geographical areas that they cover are different. When we are implementing 
Structural Fund Programmes there may be some difficulties, because those offices are not working in 
the same area, so in some cases, such as South Finland and West Finland there are some problems, 
for example Ostrobothnia and Central Ostrobothnia. In Central Ostrobothnia they belong to Objective 
1 Programme but the administration of the State Provincial Offices is in Ostrobothnia, so they have to 
send all the documents to Ostrobothnia and in that case, there can be some problems…  
 
Ministerial Officer 2 (2006): Regional Councils and T&E Centres can finance similar projects. It is a 
lot of talk that projects are too small, and often T&E Centres and Regional Councils implement quite 
similar projects. T&E Centres have made a project two years ago and then the Regional Councils are 
making a similar project without remembering what was done previously. 
 
Sandberg (2006): Yes I do think it is fragmented. There are two kinds of fragmentation…the problem 
is the unhappy division or split between responsibilities and resources. The Regional Councils have 
responsibilities for regional development but no money, and they are dependent on the State Regional 
Offices, local authorities, and on the central state. Another type of fragmentation is in fact in the local 
or self-government sectors; the responsibilities for tasks that require regional or bigger population 
basis are split between several organizations, we have the Regional Councils, the Regional Hospital 
Districts, the Regional Vocational Schools, the Regional Secondary Schools, so we have three or four 
or five actors consuming money within each region, and in fact when you look at the resources, and 
you look at how much municipalities have to pay for the membership of these joint municipal 
authorities, Regional Councils are quite minor, their importance is very little when it comes to money; 
the costly sectors are health care and education…this is functional fragmentation, but there is also to 
some extent geographical overlapping, and also overlap when it comes to regional development, 
because there are I think four or five members that could be eligible for some development money 
from the EU structural fund money: local authorities, functional regions, regional authorities, also the 
State Offices at different levels, and also the regional authorities for education. So at least five or six 
different actors could be eligible for Structural Funds. There might be competition between all these 
actors for these resources. If we had Regional Councils with more tasks, I do think that we have too 
many at the moment. 
 
Varis (2006): The regional level is too much fragmented, it is a very complex system. In my opinion, at 
the regional level, the Employment and Economic Development Centres would be enough. In 
particular, I would keep the Regional Council as a municipality federation, and the Employment and 
Economic Centre as a state organization at the regional level, and these two working together.  
 
 
           The interview material clearly demonstrates that there is not only an overall complexity 
of the Finnish regional policy governance at the intermediate level, but also a variable degree 
of both fragmentation and/or overlapping. When a sample of expert interviewees was asked to 
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define the degree of regional fragmentation, the respondents agreed that regional 
fragmentation is ‘moderate’ tending to ‘relatively high’ or ‘very high’ (Table 1); in addition, 
nobody gave as an answer below ‘moderate’. 
 
Very 
Low 
Relatively 
Low 
Moderate Moderate to  
Relatively High
Relatively 
High 
Relatively High or 
Very High 
Very 
High 
0 0 4 1 4 2 0 
             Table 1. Degree of regional fragmentation.  *= Data available from 11 out 16 interviewees. 
 
Such fragmentation is given by the fact that the Finnish system is not characterized by 
a hierarchical power, but it is a network governance, based on negotiations and 
interdependencies between the various administrative organizations. The other key issue is 
that Finnish regional policy is sectoral in nature more than regional (Figure 6). The ten 
ministries involved with regional policy, which have their own administrative bodies at the 
regional level, have specific responsibilities to produce regional plans and budgets (Lintilä 
28.06.2006). Malinen (27.07.2006) states that until Finland has two strong tiers of 
government, the state system and the municipal system, there will be always the need of some 
kind of top-down (State Regional Offices) and bottom-up (Regional Councils) organizations 
at the regional level; the harmony between them would be the ideal solution, but both of these 
STATE LEVEL REGIONAL LEVEL  
Ministry of Education  
Ministry of the Interior  
Ministry of Trade and Industry 
Ministry of Agriculture and Forestry   
Ministry of Labour  
Provincial State Office  
Regional Council  
Employment and 
Economic 
Development Centre 
Figure 6. The sectoral nature of Finnish regional level. 
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organizations will have their offices at the regional level until perhaps in the future the regions 
will be politically elected bodies.  
Regarding the modes of fragmentation, quite a few issues have been raised. Some 
interviewees think that there are too many administrative organs, particularly the Regional 
Councils. A fragmentation is also suggested to exist between Regional Councils and sub-
regions; one of the interviewed, namely Kavonius (17.07.2006), doubts that the Regional 
Councils are enough strong actors at the regional level, because the more active and even 
more important actors are actually the urban areas, known also as functional regions. 
Sandberg (10.08.2006) identifies two other types of fragmentation. The first one concerns the 
division between responsibilities and resources. While the Regional Councils have 
responsibility over regional development, the State Regional Offices handle most of the 
financial resources. Second, fragmentation exists in the local or self government sectors; the 
responsibilities for tasks that require regional or bigger population basis are split among 
several organizations, such as the Regional Councils, the Regional Hospital Districts, the 
Regional Vocational Schools etc. Another fundamental point to remark is that administrative 
fragmentation leads to some degree of ‘project fragmentation’, because the search for 
compromise may lead to small and numerous projects (Haveri 16.08.2006). 
             “Regional fragmentation seems to be a common feature among unitary states, and 
there is hardly any logic or clarity when one is dealing with the regional level” (Sandberg 
10.08.2006). Although the level of regional fragmentation in Finland may be positioned 
between moderate and relatively high, it is lower than its neighbouring countries, namely 
Sweden and Norway (Sandberg 10.08.2006). In Sweden they usually refer to the intermediate 
level as the ‘regional mess’, and currently a governmental committee, appointed four years 
ago, is working in order to clear up the regional level; a decision by this organ is going to be 
released in February 2007 (Sandberg 10.08.2006). 
            As for the overlapping issue, in some cases the State Regional Offices and the 
Regional Councils cover different geographical areas, which may lead to some difficulties. In 
addition, these two organs have some overlapping tasks (Leskinen 18.07.2006). Another type 
of overlapping could be defined as financial, because several regional actors are eligible for 
development money from the EU Structural Funds, creating some potential competition to 
access these resources. Last but not least, there can be also some operational or ‘project’ 
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overlapping, because T&E Centres and Regional Councils may finance quite similar projects 
(Ministerial Officer 2; 30.08.2006).       
The possible dysfunctions of Finnish regional policy governance at the intermediate 
level can be partially caused by the coordination problems among the different ministries that 
deal with regional development, which is acknowledged by some interviewees. Similarly to 
what happens at the regional level, where the Regional Council is the coordinator of regional 
development and planning and the T&E Centres have the final say for project financing, at the 
central level the Ministry of the Interior is the main coordinator, but most of the finances 
regarding regional development are handled by the Ministry of Trade and Industry. 
      Looking from the Ministry of the Interior point of view, we are a very weak ministry compared to 
strong sectors, like Social and Health, Trade and Industry. We have some seed money, but nothing 
compared to strong sectors, and now it is very difficult to cooperate and try to make them interested in 
regional development issues when they have so strong own power in their own sectors…they are not 
very devoted to regional development issues. At the moment, if you look at the papers, the 
coordination among ministries looks very good, but in real life, it is not working out…(Antikainen 
20.06.2006). 
 
Perhaps a possible solution to this problem would be to handle regional development issues 
on a higher level of hierarchy of the central government as it was in earlier decades, whereas 
those matters were in the hands of the Prime Minister Office (Antikainen 20.06.2006 & 
Malinen 27.07. 2006).  
             In the next chapter, the analysis of Finnish regional policy governance is narrowed 
down to the understanding of the role of the Regional Councils as strategic actors at the 
intermediate level. The discussion is first introduced by a summary of the position and the 
main duties of municipalities within Finnish society.   
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5. REGIONAL COUNCILS 
 
5.1. The Role of Municipalities 
According to Chapter 11 Section 121 of the 1999 Finnish Constitution, “Finland is 
divided into municipalities, whose administration shall be based on the self-government of 
their residents” (Constitutional Act 731/1999). Equally to the other Nordic countries, 
municipalities (Kunnat) are the pillars of Finnish society, and Government Act 365/1995 
gives them considerable autonomy. Municipalities, whose current number is 432, have the 
right to levy taxes and they are organized through councils elected by universal suffrage 
(Ronchetti 2005: 136). Their structure is similar to that of Norway (Virkkala 2002: 139). 
 Municipalities’ responsibilities are plenty, and include health care and hospitals, social 
services, primary and secondary education, physical planning, fire and rescue services, as well 
as culture and arts (Sandberg 2005: 4). Along with joint municipal authorities, municipalities 
employ around 400 000 people, which is about one fifth of the total Finnish workforce. A 
lobbying or pressure association, known also as the Association of Finnish Local Authorities 
(Suomen Kuntaliitto), takes care of the municipal interests at the national level (Böhme 2002: 
277). This Association, which employs about 300 experts, provides services to the state in 
fields regarding municipalities, and it also represents the interests of local and regional 
authorities in the European Union (Activities 2006). The Association of Finnish Local 
Authorities has also an important influence on the governmental advisory commissions, and it 
plays the role of mediator between the Ministry of the Interior and the Ministry of the 
Environment (Böhme 2002: 277).  
By law, all municipalities have the same responsibilities; however, in regards to 
expensive and more capacity demanding tasks, such as secondary school and health care, the 
implementation of responsibilities relies on cooperative arrangements. In general, the smaller 
municipalities are more dependent on cooperative solutions or joint municipal authorities than 
the larger municipalities. The first joint municipal authority was established in 1930, and in 
2003 their number was 200 (Sandberg 2005: 9). Joint municipal authorities are distinct 
separate judicial subjects, because they have their own budget and they can act separately 
from the municipalities; also, they do not have the right to levy taxes. Joint municipal 
authorities can be divided into mandatory and voluntary. “The mandatory joint municipal 
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authorities form the self-governing regional level in Finland” (Sandberg 2005: 9); by 
legislation all municipalities have to be members of Regional Councils, Regional Hospital 
Districts, and Regional Districts for the Care of the Disabled. Voluntary joint municipal 
authorities usually deal with secondary vocational education and primary health care. While 
mandatory joint authorities are regional, most of the voluntary joint municipal authorities are 
local (between two and ten municipalities) (Sandberg 2005: 9-10).  
The most important reform that has concerned the cooperation of local government 
dates back to 1994, with the establishment of sub-regions (labour-market regions). This 
reform was made in order to satisfy the requirements of Structural Policy and statistical 
classification of the European Union (Haveri 2003: 317). The Finnish sub-regions can be 
compared to the Swedish municipalities in terms of size and also regarding their functions 
(Virkkala 2002: 139). The last three Finnish governments in office have aimed to promote 
new voluntary amalgamations of municipalities, and they have highlighted the significance of 
intensifying inter-municipal cooperation (Sandberg 2005: 14). Important initiatives in this 
direction have been the Regional Centre Programme (already discussed in sections 3.5.4 and 
3.5.5), and the SEUTU experiment, which “includes new legislation as well as some financial 
incentives to allow eight pilot sub-regions to test different new methods and models of 
cooperation” (Haveri 2006).     
Currently, the project to restructure municipalities and services is the crucial issue at 
the local level. On June 29, 2006, government parties reached a preliminary agreement on the 
reforms of the municipal sector and according to the new legislation, “financially struggling 
municipalities could receive financial benefits by voluntarily merging” (Agreement 
finally…2006). At this point in time, forced municipal mergers will not take place; 
nevertheless, starting from 2009 small municipalities could be forced to merge into larger and 
more effective administrative units if they are not able to find solutions on a voluntary basis 
(Agreement finally…2006). 
 The only exception to the rule of unitary local government is given by the Åland 
Islands, which consists of an autonomous, demilitarized and unilingual Swedish-speaking 
Province of Finland. The Åland’s government has its own laws in a variety of sectors such as 
education and culture, health and medical services, promotion of industry, municipal 
administration, the police service, the postal service, radio, and television. Considering that 
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the municipal administration is under the control of the Åland’s government, measures and 
rules on local self-government are contained in a special Åland’s law. On the whole, the 
responsibilities and functions of the Åland’s municipalities are the same as those of the 
municipalities on Finnish mainland (Sandberg 2005: 11). 
 
5.2. The Role of the Regional Councils  
The role of the Regional Council has become stronger all the time, in the meaning that we are 
coordinators, we are responsible at the regional level for strategy work, we make targets for the 
future. We haven’t very much money, but it comes from legislation that we have the power to call 
people together to work for this region (Laitinen 07.07.2006).  
 
The responsibilities and duties of the Regional Councils (Figure 7), instituted through 
Act 1135/93 (also known as 1993 Regional Development Act), have developed further 
through the Regional Planning Act (132/1999), and the 2002 Regional Development Act 
(602/2002) (Sawicki 2004: 228). 
  It is fundamental to highlight once again how these regional bodies were not the result 
of devolution of power towards the regional level, but they were born as aggregations of 
municipalities. 
      From a non-Finnish perspective it is interesting to note that when the regional level of government 
was established, the new level was not regulated by a specific broad and comprehensive law; rather, 
its essential features are to be found in existing legislation - much longer established and more 
complete - relating to municipalities (Sawicki 2004: 230).  
 
Each Regional Council is run by salaried officials paid by the municipalities and has 
its own Assembly, which is elected by the Municipal Councils. The members of the Assembly 
have to come from the Municipal Councils, and each Municipal Council elects its own 
members according to the principle of proportional representation. The Assemblies of the 
Regional Councils must represent the various political groups in the region, which should 
counterbalance the fact that these bodies are not democratically elected (Sawicki 2004: 231). 
The Assembly elects a Board and nominates a Chairman of the Board. The Executive Director 
of the Regional Council is a civil servant appointed by the Assembly, and he/she assists the 
Regional Council in its administrative tasks (OECD territorial…2005: 160). “The purpose of 
Regional Councils is to ensure that regional planning and development are steered and co-
ordinated adequately across the country as a whole” (OECD territorial…2005: 160). The 
functions of these administrative bodies are plenty, and their description is provided by 
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Figure 7. Finnish Regional Councils.  
Section 7 of Act 602/2002. In particular, they are in charge of the general development of the 
region, in cooperation with the state authorities (Regional Development Act 602/2002 Section 
7). Furthermore, they have the responsibility for drawing up and approving the regional 
strategic programme forming part of regional planning (602/2002 Section 7). These 
programmes are drawn up for four years jointly by state authorities, municipalities, and 
organizations involved in regional development, and other similar parties (602/2002 Section 
10). By the Regional Development Act 2002, the “regional plan becomes a compulsory tool 
in the planning work” (Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 370), while earlier it depended on the 
willingness of the various regional actors to co-operate on specific issues or even  to put 
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emphasis on certain projects: “...on the basis of a regional development programme, State and 
municipal authorities and corporations which participate in its financing can draw up, under 
the leadership of the regional authority, agreements on programmes identifying the major 
projects...” (Regional Development Act 1135/93 Section 5). Regional Councils also draw up 
an annual regional strategic programme implementation plan. A unique instrument for this 
task is given by the Regional Management Committees (RMCs), which, according to Section 
17 of the Structural Fund Act (Act on the national…1999), coordinate implementation and 
financing of the regional strategic programme and special programmes. The secretariat for the 
RMCs is placed in the Regional Councils, and these committees are represented by a wide 
range of actors, both public and private (Aalbu et al. 1999: 70). The implementation plan is 
signed by the Regional Council and the state bodies which finance the plan (Regional 
Development Act 602/2002). 
 “The strategic regional development programmes are key regional development 
documents” (Yuill 2005b: 54). In fact not only they take into consideration the 
implementation of national special programmes and EU Structural Fund Programmes in the 
region, but also the guidelines laid out in the longer-term regional plans. The development of 
the regional strategic programmes and their implementation plans are discussed within the 
Regional Councils (there are also social actors in these meetings such as unions and local 
enterprises) in order to identify the most crucial projects in each region. The second step 
consists of the discussions regarding the sectoral targets, which take place between the 
Regional Councils and the State Regional Offices. The results of these meetings are 
forwarded to the Ministry of the Interior for the national budget discussions. This 
programming system was devised in order to amalgamate harmoniously regional plans and 
sectoral budgets. 
      However, in practical terms, this has proven difficult. The envisaged iterative process between 
regional plans and sectoral priorities has not operated as effectively as hoped, with the result that the 
sectoral budgets of national ministries have not (thus far) been sufficiently coordinated with the plans 
of the Regional Councils (Yuill 2005b: 54).    
  
 Another important function of the Regional Council is that of leading regional and 
international cooperation; for instance, in eastern Finland regions are currently cooperating 
among each other for the planning of the next Objective 2 of the EU Structural Funds 
(Turunen 09.06.2006). Another remarkable example of regional cooperation is given by the 
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current Eastern Finland Programme (Itä-Suomi - ohjelma, helmikuu 2005), which is not an 
official development programme. It is a future development plan made by a group of experts 
on behalf of the five eastern Finland Regional Councils: Kainuu, North Karelia, South 
Karelia, North Savo and South Savo. The aim of this Programme was to identify both the 
most crucial and biggest future issues regarding eastern Finland and the main challenges 
(globalization, internationalization, ageing population) that have the most impact on the future 
development of these five regions. This is a policy programme that lacks an implementing 
plan; nonetheless, the Programme Director and experts are working to make the 
implementation in cooperation with these five Regional Councils (Malinen 27.07.2006). To 
implement the plan several options are available and funding could come from the Regional 
Councils in cooperation with the EU funding programme, from the national funding, or even 
from direct EU funds. The scope of the programme is larger than the EU programmes, which 
are de facto limited by the regulations of the Structural Funds (Malinen 27.07.2006).  
  Other functions of the Regional Councils include the co-ordination of EU regional 
development programmes, the development of a framework for business activities, and to 
look after regional interests (602/2002 Section 7). As for the latter task, Regional Councils 
can take voluntary actions, according to particular regional characteristics and conditions. 
Functions may include the promotion of tourism, preservation and improvement of cultural 
heritage, regional marketing, enhancing public services or information society issues.  
      Transferring regional development tasks to the Regional Councils has boosted development policy 
in which regions defined their own aspirations and targets. Horizontal collaboration between different 
regional actors strengthened, and regional opinion and regional visions were given more room than 
before (OECD territorial…2005: 163).  
 
  Starting from 2007, legislation has introduced a new instrument that may enhance the 
role of the Regional Councils as strategic regional actors: the Regional Budget, which will be 
prepared in the region, and then negotiated with the ministries. The implementation plan will 
be developed according to the Regional Budget, and decision-making concerning this budget 
will be given partially to the Regional Councils (Lempinen 02.08.2006). However, the 
question that rises is whether the Regional Council will have the control on the right 
paragraphs of this Regional Budget (Varis 14.06.2006).  
  Regional Councils have quite clear duties and responsibilities established by 
legislation, and if one wants to summarize their position, they have strategic tasks for 
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ensuring regional development in their own regions: “...the Regional Council derives its real 
strength from its planning capacity, its knowledge base, its research expertise and from the 
personal influence and networks of its leading experts” (Haveri 2003: 319). At the same time 
though, these regional administrative organs lack political and legislative power, and have 
also minimal financial power. Regarding the Structural Fund Programmes, even though the 
Regional Councils should coordinate the programmes, they have no more than 10% of the 
financial appropriations, which are given to them by the Ministry of the Interior, while the 
other 90% is in the hands of the State Regional Offices (Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 370). 
Unlike municipalities, Regional Councils do not have the right to levy taxes, and their 
financing comes from the different programmes and the municipalities; in addition, as noted 
before in this section, they are not democratically elected bodies.  
  It is debated whether these administrative organs are able to develop a clear-cut 
development strategy and at the same time have the means to implement it. In this regard, 
Debate 2 focuses on the strategic role of the Regional Councils. Although some interviewees 
argue that these regional bodies have been quite successful in both creating and implementing 
strategy work, others have a quite opposite view. The latter’s main argument is that to develop 
a strategy, and especially to implement it, it is fairly difficult for these regional bodies because 
there are too many actors involved throughout the process. Moreover it is argued, Regional 
Councils are not ‘strategic’ enough, and have not been able to create a common understanding 
in the various regions.  
 
Debate 2: The Strategic Role of the Regional Councils  
 
Haveri (2006): After these thirteen years, the system works surprisingly well; despite there is struggle 
between the central city and the more peripheral municipalities inside a Regional Council, they have 
been able to create strategies and have been able to implement them. 
 
Kavonius (2006): They can have a strategic role, but not a central role in the implementation…and it 
is actually the same critique at the central level, they say that we should only make strategy [the 
Ministry of the Interior] not have an operational role, but we have some operational functions in 
special programmes. But at the same time, Regional Councils want to have both the strategic role on 
the region and they want to have the implementing role…the Regional Councils should concentrate on 
making a strategy where they identify different kinds of region inside their own region…in some cases 
they do, but not always. 
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Lempinen (2006): My opinion is that we can draw up clear-cut development strategy, the problem is 
that there ought to be the basis for a whole strategic work in the region; the challenge is that there are 
too many opinions… 
 
Lintilä (2006): Yes, I think it is also their task and responsibility to make a long term clear-cut 
strategy, I am sure they can do that quite well. The other issue is on how they implement it and this is 
more difficult, because Regional Councils alone cannot do it, they don't have money for that. 
Strategically yes, they can make it together with other partners, but when implementing it they need 
even more actors, because they have to get resources from others. 
 
Malinen (2006): I think that the position of the Regional Councils is difficult…the Regional Councils 
are very weak because they do not have their own funding, they are not tax-based and not political-
based. How this position is reflected in the regional development plans? I think you can see that; these 
clear and strong development strategies are lacking from those plans because of this difficult 
situation, and even if the Regional Councils have political will that is coherent enough to make clear 
development strategies, the situation is that they don’t have the direct power and authority to 
implement the plan which remains virtual, weak…The most difficult problem is the lack of the 
implementation power than the strategical development power, and the processes that I have seen 
from the point of strategical planning are quite good; the plans themselves are very representative 
against the need of the region and the political will of the region, but what is lacking is the power of 
implementation…is the implementation coherent enough? Normally the plan is implemented only 
partially, because its actors have selected the parts that they are willing to implement, but leave out 
the parts that are not so suitable for their values and wills. 
 
Ministerial Officer 1 (2006): Regional Councils are too weak…they don’t have so much power that 
they can create this common understanding of what is the best for the region. I think that Regional 
Councils haven’t succeeded in their tasks as they should have; they should have created networks with 
all the actors in the region, and to create a common idea about how to develop the region but they 
represent their interests only [the municipalities interests]; they see things in a narrow way…they are 
acting too much like a political party, and they are fighting to have most of the power…its wrong 
attitude, they should develop cooperation among actors…cooperation is not so deep as it should 
be…the whole picture is a little bit confusing, it is not so clear who has the power. They are 
concentrating on what happens now, not in ten years; they are concentrating on dividing the funding 
among each other…; its more practical point of view more than strategic point o f view on how to 
develop regions. 
 
 
  On the basis of what has been argued so far on the role of the Regional Councils, one 
can state that these administrative bodies’ performance depends on a series of factors. First of 
all, the key issue is whether or not the representatives of the various municipalities have a 
common view on the development of the region. Those who are appointed by the 
municipalities into the Regional Councils are not directly elected, and, as a result, they may 
have the tendency to defend mostly the interests of their own municipalities, rather than to act 
on behalf of the region as a whole (Sandberg 10.08.2006). Secondly, the coordinating role of 
the Regional Councils may be constrained and challenged by the State Regional Offices: 
“from the national point of view, T&E Centres and the Regional Councils may have different 
 67
ideas about regional development. Of course, there are regions where they are working well 
together, but there are also regions in which these two organs have quite different strategies” 
(Antikainen 20.06.2006). In this matter, it is also important to note that the consensus with the 
State Regional Offices, namely the T&E Centres, is strictly dependent on “the unhappy split 
of resources between the state and the Regional Councils when it comes to regional 
development” (Sandberg 10.08.2006). Third, these regional bodies can be in competition with 
the sub-regions or functional areas: “I see a certain extent of rivalry between functional 
regions and Regional Councils, it has been institutionally within the Ministry of the Interior 
between those advocating strong Regional Councils and those advocating the functional 
regions…” (Sandberg 10.08.2006). Last but not least, within the Regional Council itself there 
may be competition between two or more functional urban areas; an example of this problem 
is in the Regional Council of North Savo, where functional urban areas are not working well 
together, but they are competing among each other (Antikainen 20.06.2006). To summarize, if 
all the different components acting in a specific region are well integrated and compact 
among each other, it is very likely that the Regional Council is successful at coordinating 
regional development work in that geographical area. In the worst case scenario instead, 
whereas a high fragmentation in both regional thinking and regional operating occurs, these 
administrative bodies can have serious difficulties in pursuing their tasks mandated to them by 
legislation. 
Debate 3 includes a few opinions on the future developments of Finnish regional 
policy governance at the intermediate level. According to some of the interviewees, the future 
of the regional level should involve to some degree a reduction of the Regional Councils. 
Sandberg (10.08.2006) states that the importance of these administrative bodies will be tested 
when somebody will decide to abolish them; in that case one will realize if there is a 
mobilization or not in their favour.  
 
Debate 3: the future of the Finnish regional policy governance at the intermediate level 
 
Antikainen (2006): Everybody is saying as political actors, that we need stronger regions. In Finland, 
we have too strong municipalities and we have too many of them, and we should have stronger 
regions...If there will be stronger municipalities, the Regional Councils will disappear, or they are 
going to be just larger, there will be five of them… 
 
Haveri (2006): It would not be a big harm if there were less regional governments; culture and 
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common identity are important, but also social and economic interrelations are very important. 
 
Lempinen (2006): In Finland, the number of regions is far too big, and because we are so many, we 
are too weak to take responsibilities from other authorities like T&E Centres, so the first thing is to 
cut down the number of regions from nineteen to ten or five, which enables us to strengthen the 
system; the Minister of the Interior made two decisions last spring…the first one was to prepare 
cutting down the number of regions, secondly to give new duties and more influence for the new 
regions, and I asked him what was going to be done; his answer was that these two matters are 
interlinked in the way that more duties cannot be given if we cannot first cut down the regions…but it 
turned out that it is an impossible task, the regions want to survive…it seems to be the official opinion 
of the Ministry of the Interior that the situation is not good…we are too many…no measures cannot be 
taken unanimously… 
 
Malinen (2006): …making these regions bigger inevitably lead to some fighting and competition 
between the regions, who gets the number one position in each bigger region. If we in eastern Finland, 
we joined in one or two regions, this is a very hard political issue, it is not politically and practically 
supported so much…the rationale behind the ten regions from the central level point of view is the 
administrative one; in a country like Finland where there is a small population, ten regions is enough 
in such kind of thinking, but in reality, I don’t think is desirable and possible in the short time.   
 
Nousiainen (2006): Nineteen Regional Councils are quite much I have to say and there are very strong 
regions such as North Karelia, but then Kainuu and South Savo are smaller, it could be that they are 
too small for example…They are quite many, but they are also efficient because they are so close to 
the people, so all those services are quite near to the people who are working there, and also the 
enterprises are easy to get the financing. So in that sense it is very good that there are so many, 
according to the subsidiarity principle it is very good… 
 
From the central level point of view, in a small country such as Finland (in terms of 
population) nineteen Regional Councils are too many, and decreasing their number would 
result in a more effective and clearer administrative system. Besides, the Regional Councils 
seem not to be very strong actors at the regional level, and their reduction would allow them 
to have a more relevant position and power as strategic actors at the intermediate level. On the 
other hand though the principle of subsdiarity, it is argued, may be somewhat violated, and, 
what is more, fewer Regional Councils would entail stiffer competition.  
  In order to enhance the effectiveness of these regional bodies, it was proposed to the 
interviewees whether legislative power, a democratic elected body, and greater control over 
the allocation of financial resources would represent optimal and feasible solutions. As for 
legislative power, the answer was almost unanimously negative, and the main argument is that 
since Finland is a small country in regard to population, and administration is already quite 
complicated, the two present levels of legislation (the state and the municipalities) are enough. 
Malinen (27.07.2006) argues that more than legislative power, Regional Councils need “some 
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kind of flexibility to implement the legislation…what makes me worried regarding the EU is 
that we have such a centralized legislation and very narrow possibility to make local 
implementation…this is maybe a very destructive policy...”  
     In regards to the issue whether these administrative organs should have political power, 
in 1999 the Council of Europe gave the recommendation that in case the Regional Councils 
would have more competencies, these bodies should be democratically elected (Ryynänen 
24.08.2006). Only six out of sixteen respondents stated without any conditions that Regional 
Councils should be democratically elected. The interviewees’ most widespread opinion is that 
a Regional Council with a democratically elected body is not feasible until in Finland 
municipalities are strong. Also one respondent (Lempinen 02.08.2006) stated that regional 
planning and development are issues that are too far from the ordinary people, and to support 
this argument it was mentioned that the outcome from the first voting in Kainuu (which is the 
only democratically elected Regional Council in Finland), with 51.2% of total voters, it is not 
very encouraging. However, it could be argued that regional development and planning have 
by their own nature strong political implications, and they involve the lives of all citizens, 
regardless of their cultural and/or educational background. Another opinion was that Regional 
Councils are still too young institutions to have political legitimacy, and also currently for 
most Finnish people the concept of region does not mean anything (Ministerial Officer 1; 
30.08.2006).  
 Finally, regarding the question whether the Regional Councils should have more 
control over the allocation of financial resources, eight out of fifteen respondents agreed on 
this type of proposal in some way or the other. Debate 4 includes the most representative 
perspectives on the matter. 
 
Debate 4: Should Regional Councils Have More Power in the Allocation of Financial Resources? 
 
Haveri (2006):  Yes, somehow they should have…there are decisions in allocating financial resources 
in state administration which require decision-making at the central level because the decisions are so 
difficult in a way, they require a lot of preparation and planning and information about EU legislation 
for example, so it is not reasonable to change those decisions and give them to the regional level, but 
probably there are many functions that could be taken care of at the regional level.  
 
Hyttinen (2006): We are aiming at having more decision power in allocation of the funds, so it is 
clearly in our objectives to increase our decision-making power on the financial resources. We have 
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the knowledge in this region [North Karelia] to be able to define what is important for us, we don’t 
need the state to tell us what to do here. 
 
Kavonius (2006): In strategic sense, yes. This strategy has to be the base of the decisions…in that 
sense they could have more power and more control of the allocation of financial resources, but not in 
the sense that they themselves make the decisions…its our problem also…another question we ask is: 
have the Regional Councils the competence on sectoral policies? I think that it will not be good for 
regional policy to give Regional Councils all the resources concerning regional policy because the 
definition of regional development policy has changed, so there is no clear border between sectoral 
policy and regional development policy anymore, so the Regional Councils have to have a different 
kind of role… 
 
Laitinen (2006): We need a little bit more power. This cooperation body only recommends how these 
organizations use money for projects, but T&E Centres make the final decision, and the cooperation 
body recommends if the project is good or broken. That is why we need a little bit more power to the 
cooperation body that you ought to give the money to this project. 
 
Lempinen (2006): The regionalization of state budget is the most important measure to be taken, the 
number of budget lines to be decided on the regional level ought to be bigger that it used to be…new 
system will come next year… 
 
Malinen (2006): What is lacking is the coordination of the financial resources…I am not really 
convinced that we need three levels that have financial allocation, that is the state, Regional Councils, 
and municipalities…but a strong coordination of financial resources. 
 
Ministerial Officer 1 (2006): Nowadays is fine, we have Regional Management Committees who are 
deciding that, and the Regional Councils are part of it, and they are leading this work, they are the 
secretariat for the RMC, they have the power that they should have. 
 
Nousiainen (2006): …Regional Councils are responsible for regional development and they are also 
some kind of implementation agency in the regions, so they have to take care of that, so they don’t 
have the role to control all the financial resources. 
 
Sandberg (2006): The most reasonable thing would be to merge T&E Centres and Regional Councils. 
Uusimaa has come up with the idea, and they want to become an experimental region. 
 
  
 Three interviewees (Lempinen 02.08.2006, Laitinen 07.07.2006 & Varis 14.06.2006) 
argue that the regionalization of the State Budget, which will be controlled by the Regional 
Council Board and will start in the year 2007, is a step towards more power for the Regional 
Councils in allocating financial resources. Furthermore, a possible merger between T&E 
Centres and Regional Councils is considered as an effective way to handle the issue of the 
control of the financial resources at the regional level. The counterargument is that the 
Regional Councils are born as administrative organs with strategic functions and by 
legislation they can take care of their own finances, but not of the resources controlled by the 
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Regional State Offices. At the central level, it is the same situation because the Ministry of the 
Interior is the coordinator, but it cannot control the finances of the Ministry of the Trade and 
Industry, Ministry of Agriculture, and so on. In addition, the Regional Councils have enough 
power for the allocation of financial resources because they lead the work of the Regional 
Management Committees, whose role is to decide the priorities for allocating strategically the 
regional finances (Lintilä 28.06.2006). Last but not least, Malinen (27.07.2006) states that the 
problem is not so much the allocation decision-making power; rather, it is a strong 
coordination of financial resources that is lacking. 
  
5.3. Europeanization of Finnish Regional Councils  
According to Ronchetti (2005: 158), EU membership has increased Finnish Regional 
Councils’ international relations, not only through their involvement in the development of 
Community regional policy, but also in regard to the drafting of programmes whose goal is to 
attain support from the Structural Funds. Many Regional Councils have representation in 
Brussels (Ronchetti 2005: 138), and in particular there are a few offices that represent large 
geographical areas of Finland, including not only Regional Councils, but also some cities and 
universities: East Finland (South Savo, Kainuu, North Karelia and North Savo), West Finland 
(Central Finland, Ostrobothnia, Satakunta, Northern Ostrobothnia and Tampere Region), 
South Finland (Häme, Eastern Uusimaa and Päijät-Häme), and European North (Lapland and 
Oulu). Other regional representations in Brussels are the Helsinki EU Office, which includes 
the Regional Council of Uusimaa, the national capital Helsinki, and the University of 
Helsinki, while Turku-Southwest Finland represents the University of Turku and the Regional 
Councils of south-western Finland.  
The Regional Councils are also involved in other international cooperation bodies. In 
the Assembly of European Regions (AER) for instance, whose main goal is to influence the 
Community decision-making process, there are twelve Finnish Regions: South Karelia, 
Southern Ostrobothnia, Häme, Central Finland, Lapland, Tampere Region, North Karelia, 
Northern Ostrobothnia, North Savo, Satakunta, Uusimaa, and South-West Finland. Another 
relevant international body in which the Regional Councils are involved is the Baltic Sea 
States Sub-regional Cooperation (BSSSC), where the government levels below the state level 
of the Baltic Sea States represent their interests within the Community institutions (Ronchetti 
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2005: 140). The achievement of the ultra-periphery status obtained this year by the East 
Finland EU Office in favour of the Eastern Finland Regions is a successful example that 
confirms how Regional Councils have been able to establish networks at the EU level (Varis 
14.06.2006). This was a very remarkable achievement, because it will grant from 2007 (from 
the next EU programming period) extra funding in addition to the new Objective 2 for eastern 
Finland. Such an accomplishment was the result not only of the effective networking 
undertaken by the East Finland EU Office in Brussels, but more importantly, by the lobbying 
pursued by the Executives of the various eastern Finland Regional Councils (Varis 
14.06.2006). 
The individuals interviewed at the Ministry of the Interior, Regional Councils and 
universities were asked to evaluate the degree of Europeanization of the 1990s Finnish sub-
national structures; in particular, the objective was to perceive whether or not the Regional 
Councils have been able to establish networks of influence within the EU and gain new 
opportunities at the European level. To deal with this issue, both a qualitative and a 
quantitative approach have been adopted. On the one hand, a scale varying from ‘very low’ to 
‘very high’ has been used (quantitative) (Table 2); on the other hand, an open question has 
been employed (qualitative). 
 
Very 
Low 
Relatively 
Low 
Relatively Low to 
Moderate 
Moderate Moderate to  
Relatively High 
Relatively  
High 
Very 
High 
0 2 2 4 1 6 0 
Table 2. Degree of Europeanization of Regional Councils. * = Data available from 15 out of the 16 
interviewees. 
 
When analyzing the quantitative data, none of the respondents answered either ‘very 
low’ or ‘very high’. Most of the interviewees consider the Europeanization of Finnish sub-
national structures as ‘relatively high’, while the second highest number gave ‘moderate’ as 
an answer. The gap between the highest number (six) and the second highest number (four) is 
quite small, and it shows that there is not a clear-cut consensus on the topic. This latter 
consideration is confirmed by the qualitative answers reported in Debate 5.   
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Debate 5: What is the Degree of Europeanization of Finnish Sub-National Structures? 
 
Antikainen (2006): It is four. Our structure is very Europeanized, it is done a little by the book, the 
structure is fine, but we haven’t really figured out how to use the structure as effectively as possible. It 
is Europeanized a little bit too much, a little bit too quickly, and not thoroughly thought how the 
system works.  
 
Haveri (2006): I would say it is four. Regional Councils have succeeded quite well in getting inside the 
European networks, one example is that Finland is a quite reach country, but despite of this we have 
good European Union benefits…on the other hand the position of the Regional Councils within the 
public administration is not very strong, and in this way we cannot speak about very strong 
Europeanization…we have very strong central level and local level…Regional Councils are network 
organizations. 
 
Lempinen (2006): I would like to divide this question into two sub-questions concerning the Regional 
Councils on the one hand, and the rest of the actors at the regional level. Concerning ourselves four 
would be the right answer, because we have good connections with the commission all the time, we 
are members of the parliament, we personally know people who handle questions regarding Finnish 
regions, we launch projects all the time, and also we have good contacts with other regions in Europe; 
it is especially easy for the Uusimaa Region to get contacts because there is the natural cooperation 
need for the metropolitan areas; we always know who would be our friend in a certain country, it is 
always the capital region; the other regions in Finland have found their partners as well as much they 
have needed, but all the regions feel that there should be international networks for cooperation; 
while concerning other actors, especially State Regional Offices, I would say the number is about 
two…for instance concerning the provinces it was earlier in the legislation before the reform in 1997, 
that they have also international contacts and duties, but it was deleted from the legislation completely 
while the other regional actors they have very seldom international contacts with other partners 
abroad. 
 
Ministerial Officer 1 (2006): Regional Councils are very small, and to create networks at the 
European level demands so much resources that they don’t have, but they have done quite a lot 
concerning our regions in Europe, they have been quite active. 
 
Sandberg (2006): I would say it is between two and three because the capacity of Regional Councils of 
being actors at the European level is very weak, because they are too small. And the fact that Regional 
Councils would be actors that would have the possibility of forming networks across country borders, 
and go directly to Brussels bypassing Helsinki, which was part of the jargon of the 1990s, it is 
something that has not happened; they have Regional Alliances, such as the West Finland Alliance, 
the East Finland Alliance, the South Finland Alliance…I think that these alliances say something 
about the critical mass that would be needed in order to be actors at the European level. On the one 
hand the Regional Councils have a stronger regional policy profile than for instance Swedish or 
Norwegian Regional Councils which have responsibility for health care and education and therefore 
have a more domestic profile; however, the resources regarding regional policy are in the State 
Regional Offices and the Ministries. 
 
Varis (2006): Two. In Finland the level of Europeanization is quite low, because when Finland joined 
the European Union we have had always a very complicated administrative structure and then we 
tried to fit this European Union system to our system, and in my point of view, it was a mistake, 
because we should have established even a new organization for that. Now there is too much effort 
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going to bureaucratic work, because there are so many administrative organizations that have to take 
care of the Europeanization process at the sub-national level. 
 
 
An important consideration that emerges from the interview material is that Finland 
has fit its administrative organization according to the European Union directives too quickly 
perhaps, without thoroughly and rationally considering the possible effects of the European 
system on the Finnish system. Some interviewees argue that the Regional Councils are too 
small and lack the financial power to be strong actors at the European level; in fact, these 
organizations are present in Brussels through Regional Alliances, which may suggest what 
would be the appropriate critical mass for these types of tasks (Sandberg 10.08.2006). 
Besides, their role within Finnish public administration is weak, and this is one of the reasons 
why one cannot consider the Regional Councils fully Europeanized. Kettunen (2005: 373) 
points out that because of a number of veto-points (strong influence by the national and state 
regional actors) and opposing interest groups (State Regional Offices, local government, and 
political factors) “the case of Finland corresponds to a medium degree of Europeanization” 
regarding its sub-national structures. In the following sections, the three case-studies of North 
Karelia, Uusimaa, and Kainuu are presented. 
  
5.4. The North Karelia Regional Council 
  The Regional Council of North Karelia 
(Figure 8) consists of sixteen municipalities, of 
which Joensuu is by far the largest one with 57 
558 inhabitants (2004 figures). This Region, 
which is the easternmost of Finland, has a total 
population of 168 615 people (2004 figures) 
(Regional statistics 2005) and it is part of the 
Objective 1 Structural Funds Programme 
(Regional Council…2006). 
Figure 8. North Karelia Regional Council.  
  According to the words of its Executive 
Director, Hyttinen (19.06.2006), North Karelia 
is “a very compact region”, and there is no 
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geographical overlapping since the Regional Council and the T&E Centre cover the same 
area. Also, Antikainen (20.06.2006) states that there is good coordination between the 
Joensuu City Council and the Regional Council, and the functional urban areas within this 
Council are working well together.   
  In regards to the cooperation between the North Karelia Regional Council and the 
national level, “it is more than formal. We organize informal discussions, tours to our region. 
Our relation to our government and ministries is very active and good and also there is a very 
informal type of cooperation with the state representatives here in the region” (Hyttinen 
19.06.2006). However, Varis (14.06.2006) highlights that although there is good cooperation 
with the Ministry of the Interior, the Council has some problems with the other ministries 
because they do not cooperate enough with the Ministry of the Interior.  
  When asked whether the Regional Council of North Karelia can develop a clear-cut 
strategy and have the means to implement it, Hyttinen (19.06.2006) argues: “I think that the 
situation is mainly fruitful…our strategy is clear-cut and well accepted in our region and also 
at the central government. We have been quite successful in argumenting our money needs 
from the central government and explaining our regional development plan”. 
  Concerning the main successes of this Council, from the interviews it turns out that 
this administrative body has been able to promote cooperation among actors in order to 
achieve a common aim and objectives to develop the region, focusing on the most important 
projects (Hyttinen 19.06.2006). “We have had good cooperation spirit to call people to work 
together. We have a common will to develop this area and to make decisions on the same 
direction” (Laitinen 07.07.2006). In the evaluation of the Structural Fund Programmes, North 
Karelia has been mentioned as one of the most successful in allocating the resources 
efficiently, putting the focus on some specific industrial areas, some big projects and issues 
(Hyttinen 19.06.2006). Also, success has meant the creation of new innovation environments, 
new types of working and acting (Varis 14.06. 2006).  
  With regard to the main problems instead, Varis (14.06.2006) indicates the complexity 
of the administrative system, and also she remarks that even though the Regional Council has 
received large resources from the Structural Funds Programmes, their use has been too 
fragmented and dispersive. Further, she states that “we should think as a larger entity than we 
are actually doing at the moment” (Varis 14.06.2006). According to Laitinen (07.07.2006) 
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another problem is that regional development has been too much favouring the countryside in 
the various programmes, but the results have not been satisfactory. “People in the countryside 
are old, there are not so many opportunities to start new enterprises and to have new jobs. 
Political will is to develop more than it is actually possible”.  
  Turunen (09.06.2006) suggests that a more strategic role is needed to make the 
Regional Council of North Karelia more effective and functional: “I hope that we are not only 
an administrative sector…some kind of more strategic role is needed, and we need more 
forums, where we can discuss what kind of things we do next, in order to promote regional 
development…” 
  The above statements “we should think as a larger entity than we are actually doing at 
the moment” and “...some kind of more strategic role is needed...” seem to confirm one of the 
most serious structural weaknesses of these regional bodies: their lack of political legitimacy, 
which, in some cases, can prevent to think ‘regionally’. 
 
5.5. The Uusimaa Regional Council  
  The Uusimaa Region Council (Figure 9), 
located in southern Finland, consists of twenty-four 
municipalities, of which Helsinki is by far the 
biggest with 560 905 inhabitants (2006 figures) 
(Information on Helsinki 2006). Its surface area 
(6365.8 Km2) is relatively small in comparison to 
other Finnish Regional Councils, but in terms of 
population is the biggest, with more than a quarter 
of the country’s total population living within its 
boundaries. Being the most economically 
prosperous area of Finland, Uusimaa is not included 
within the EU Objective 1 Structural Fund 
Programme, and it has only Transitional Objective 2 
areas (Uusimaa 2006). This Council is fairly unique 
within the wider context of most Finnish Regional 
Councils; within its boundaries not only is located 
Figure 9. Uusimaa Regional Council.  
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the national capital, but also Espoo and Vantaa, which are now respectively the second-largest 
and fourth-largest cities in Finland by population, and a number of rural municipalities with 
less than five thousand inhabitants such as Sammatti (1 239 inhabitants, 2003 figures) and 
Pornainen (4 433 inhabitants, 2003 figures) (Uusimaa 2006). 
  Unlike the Regional Council of North Karelia, where the administrative boundaries 
correspond to the historical-cultural region of North Karelia, this Regional Council does not 
correspond to the historical Uusimaa. Before the institution of the Regional Councils in 1993, 
there were three different Regional Associations: the Helsinki Region, the Finnish-speaking 
hinterland and the Swedish-speaking coastal region. These three associations of municipalities 
were merged together in 1993 as part of the Uusimaa Regional Council; nevertheless, the 
eastern part of the Swedish-speaking coastal region, known also as Eastern Uusimaa, “quite 
unexpectedly remained outside Uusimaa and it has been able to survive by its own” 
(Lempinen 02.08.2006).  
  The cooperation between the Uusimaa Regional Council and the Ministries is quite 
formal; by contrast, the cooperation with the State Regional Offices is more informal: in 
addition to numerous official groups, like those which manage EU programmes, there are also 
informal groups, and “in Uusimaa the competition between Region and State Offices is not so 
strong as it is in other Regional Councils...we are well functioning” (Lempinen 02.08.2006). 
  As for the main success of this Regional Council its Executive Director states as 
follows:  
      in our Centre of Expertise we have been able to link together three important partners: the region, 
the companies, and university (triple helix); this combination has been very successful in our area; we 
are the biggest share owners in the company and we can well combine the regional opinion to each 
work, while in most of the other regions, either the Centres of Expertise are so small that they don’t 
have so much researchers as we have, and in comparison to Turku, Tampere, and Oulu, which have all 
established Science Parks, the regions do not have much saying, while I am in the Board and always 
stress the regional development approach… (Lempinen 02.08.2006). 
 
As for the failures, this Council has not succeeded in introducing a common feeling of 
Uusimaa throughout the region, so that people, municipalities, and region would feel that it is 
a common task to develop the area. One reason behind the lack of regional identity is that the 
Uusimaa Council has not been able to bring the interests of metropolitan areas and rural areas 
together (Lempinen 02.08.2006). It is common opinion among the interviewed that this 
Regional Council is fairly weak because of the presence of the City of Helsinki within its 
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boundaries. The comment below is probably the most representative and at the same time 
drastic among the collected:  
      for instance, look at the Regional Council of Uusimaa, where they are working around seventy 
people, and they are responsible for regional development, and then look at the City of Helsinki, they 
have 40 000 workers, and in terms of regional development, they have their own research unit, their 
own statistics unit, they have their own people to develop the city of Helsinki, and it is like 200 people 
working at that, so their role is much stronger, and nine professors collaborating with them, so at the 
Regional Council they don’t know what they are doing.  
 
When asked whether Uusimaa is constrained in his duties by the Helsinki Metropolitan 
Region, Lempinen (02.08.2006) argues: 
      It is a constant challenge, but there is a saying that in every Finnish region the relationships with 
the main city are difficult; it is in Mikkeli, Tampere…there is kind of tenseness because in many cases, 
these regional capitals have had their historical duty to coordinate other areas…and also when I 
speak to my colleagues from Lazio for example [Italian Region]…we say who is who, and in practice 
its always the capital which wins this dispute…you have to be aware of this fragile situation all the 
time... 
 
 In order to make this Regional Council stronger, it is suggested to incorporate the 
Regional Council of Eastern Uusimaa within Uusimaa’ s borders: “we should abolish the 
border with East Uusimaa...perhaps we can do that in 2008 as part of the PARAS Project...” 
(Lempinen 02.08.2006). According to Sandberg (10.08.2006), there is more consensus 
between Helsinki and Uusimaa Region than it used to be five or six years ago. “When it 
comes to the issue of Eastern Uusimaa, they have done what Helsinki has requested them to 
do, that is to opt for amalgamating Eastern Uusimaa. But the fact is still that Uusimaa needs 
Helsinki, but Helsinki does not need Uusimaa” (Sandberg 10.08.2006).  
 The desired expansion of Uusimaa into Eastern Uusimaa is not only determined by the 
fact that this Regional Council would acquire more power, this is actually the minor factor; 
rather, the main issue is that the growing metropolitan area of Helsinki wants to take over 
large areas that belong to neighbouring Sipoo, which is a municipality located in Eastern 
Uusimaa (Helsinki wants…2006). Considering that Sipoo has a population of around 18 000 
people, and Eastern Uusimaa has a total population of about 100 000 inhabitants, the loss of 
Sipoo may also undermine the existence of Eastern Uusimaa.  
 To conclude, the Uusimaa Regional Council is both overshadowed by and dependent 
on the City of Helsinki to carry on its tasks and duties, and its current role as a strategic player 
in the region is extremely controversial. Perhaps, the only way it can strengthen itself is to 
incorporate other Regional Councils; what is more, as suggested by one interviewee, the 
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Helsinki Metropolitan Region should be one region with its own Regional Council (Ryynänen 
24.08.2006).  
   
5.6. The Regional Self-Government Experiment in Kainuu Region  
 Your experiment here in the Kainuu Region is a milestone in recent Finnish history: for the 
first time on the Finnish mainland administrative authority is transferred to a democratically elected 
regional body (Straub 2004; as cited in Ryynänen 2005: 337).  
  
The Kainuu Region (Figure 10), located in 
the upper part of eastern Finland, has ten 
municipalities, of which Kajaani is the biggest urban 
centre with 35 675 inhabitants (2004 figures). Its 
surface area is fairly large, 24 452 Km2 (an area 
compared to that of Belgium), but in terms of 
population is small with only 85 965 inhabitants 
(2004 figures) (Leskinen 2006). 
 The Kainuu Regional Council is not an 
‘ordinary’ Regional Council; rather, it represents a 
novelty in the Finnish political-administrative system 
at the intermediate level. “Although it is clearly a 
step towards regional self-government, the Finnish 
central government has played an important role in starting and pushing forward the 
experimentation” (Haveri 2006). The current regional body dates back to 2003, when the 
previous government led by Prime Minister Lipponen devised a unique experiment for the 
Kainuu Region through a specific Act passed in the Finnish parliament: Laki Kainuun 
hallintokokeilusta 343/2003 (Law on Kainuu’s administrative experiment). The experiment 
came into force on January 1, 2005 and it will be carried out until December 31, 2012 
(Ryynänen 2005: 337).  
Figure 10. Kainuu Region.  
Although the Kainuu model was launched by Lipponen (who is a Social Democrat), 
the experiment was actually proposed by the most influential politicians of the Kainuu 
Regional Council of that time (Malinen 27.07.2006). This geographical area was considered 
as a ‘problem region’, and the main argument behind this experiment was based on the 
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economic weakness of its municipalities, constant out-migration and ageing population 
(Leskinen 2006). In the last ten years, Kainuu has experienced a population loss of about 1% 
per year (Malinen 27.07.2006).   
The Kainuu experiment, which includes nine out of the ten municipalities, can be 
distinguished from the ‘ordinary’ Regional Councils for three main aspects (Leskinen 2006). 
First of all, one is dealing with a democratically elected body. According to the principles of 
proportional representation and the population of the municipalities, thirty-nine councillors 
are elected by secret and direct ballot, and their first election took place in 2004. Secondly, 
these nine municipalities form a joint municipal authority responsible for taking care of 
upper-secondary education, primary health care services, welfare for substance abusers, 
environmental health care, child welfare, a child guidance and family counselling centre and 
geriatric institutional care (Haveri 2006). More than half of the municipal duties, resources, 
and expenditures have been transferred to the region, which has a municipal budget of 
approximately 250 million euros. According to Leskinen (18.07.2006), this type of system 
addresses the needs of remote areas more successfully than the ordinary Regional Councils 
do. In this regard, he argues as follows: 
      Of course, because ordinary Regional Councils are very small organizations; they have expertise 
on regional development, but they don’t have quite lot of expertise in social welfare, in health care or 
education; in our system we have different expertise, so we can use it more than the ordinary Regional 
Councils… 
 
The third part of the experiment consists of the fact that the Kainuu Regional Council 
has the authority to allocate the money for different purposes to the various state 
organizations. Normally in Finland, T&E Centres, Environmental Centres, State Provincial 
Offices, and Road Departments, being state organizations at the regional level, are financed 
by their respective ministry of competence; for example the T&E Centres are financed by the 
Ministry of Trade and Industry, the Ministry of Labour, and the Ministry of Agriculture and 
Forestry. In the case of Kainuu, the funds from the different ministries are collected in a 
distinct budget (about 45 million euros in total) and moved to the Ministry of Interior, which 
in turn transfers these funds to the Regional Council (Figure 11). The decision on how much 
money is used for different purposes is carried out by the Kainuu Regional Council. Forty-
five million euros (Kainuu development money) is the budget of state money, while the 
municipal budget is about 250 million euros (Leskinen 18.07.2006).  
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      It is very important to notice that when you have an organization that has 4 000 employees and its 
own budget is 250 million euros and we have also power in the allocation of 45 million euros, it is 
quite different to make decisions than in the ordinary case. These factors make the system stronger in 
the eyes of other organizations such as the departments of the State Offices (Leskinen 18.07.2006).  
 
 After the conclusion of the municipal reform, the Kainuu Regional Council intends on 
carrying this experiment with new forms; in particular, it will be proposed to the central 
government to establish a new system in which the Regional Authority, the T&E Centres, and 
maybe the Environmental Centres of this area will be merged in one single organization 
(Leskinen 18.07.2006). The goals of the Kainuu experiment are the following: 1) to guarantee 
health care, social services, and educational services for all inhabitants of the region; 2) to 
bring the guidance of regional state administration of business subsidies into one regional 
democratic organization; 3) to better focus on regional development activities; 4) to initiate 
larger, more effective projects; 5) to create new enterprises and jobs (Leskinen 2006). 
 
SECTORAL 
MINISTRIES 
KAINUU 
DEVELOPMENT 
MONEY 
MINISTRY 
OF THE 
INTERIOR 
KAINUU 
JOINT 
AUTHORITY 
REGIONAL 
STATE 
OFFICES  
Figure 11. Kainuu development money.  
After a year since this experiment took force, it is too early to give a holistic judgment 
on the effectiveness and possible impacts of this model. However, some preliminary 
considerations can be made especially under a financial point of view. In this matter, one can 
argue that the situation has become better; in the period 2000-2004 for instance, when 
municipalities were still responsible by themselves for health care and education, the 
expenditures were rising at 6 to 7% per year, while in the last year this rise was only 2.7%. 
“...We can say that things have not got worse than before” (Leskinen 18.07.2006). As for the 
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problems that this Regional Council is facing, the most important one is the lack of medical 
doctors. “Our department of health care and social welfare wants to get new doctors, but in 
Finland we have lack of medical doctors. This kind of failure we have. People believe that 
since we have problems, it hasn’t worked very well” (Leskinen 18.07.2006). 
 Debate 6 focuses on whether the Kainuu model could be applied to other parts of the 
country. This topic has acquired certain relevance especially within the wider framework of 
the current political discussion to change the whole municipal and service sector. 
 
Debate 6: Is the Kainuu Region Experiment Applicable to Other Finnish Regions? 
 
Antikainen (2006): The Kainuu Region is a good experiment for those kinds of regions that are losing 
population and are peripheral, like South Savo. I am not very convinced that this is a good model for 
growing regions like the Oulu region, Jyväskylä, Helsinki. 
 
Haveri (2006): …if they get good results in Kainuu during the next few years, I am sure that many sub-
regions will follow the Kainuu example...it is not a model for every city-region, because Kainuu is a 
well-integrated region, it has a long common history, and despite the long distances, the internal 
relations inside Kainuu are quite good, they have a common identity, which gives a good start for 
common development activities; it would suit perhaps to sub-city regions with very integrated 
structure, quite small, but not every other region. 
 
Hyttinen (2006): This is the biggest pilot case, very interesting to see how it goes, and of course it is 
very important for Kainuu to be in this kind of experiment because you never know if you don’t test it. 
For the implementation of this model here [in North Karelia], I would rather wait until some 
experiences are from Kainuu. 
 
Kavonius (2006): No…I think that actually it was not regionalization issue, but it was more putting 
municipalities together…I don’t think that Kainuu experiment could be applied to other parts of the 
country. 
 
Laitinen (2006): …may be it gives some positive example on how to develop our regional government 
in the future…but Kainuu is small, but of course it gives a good example how regional development, 
training, education, health care, social care are in the same organization.  
 
Lintilä (2006): It is a positive experiment…We will see if this experiment could be applied to other 
parts of Finland, it depends on how it goes in Kainuu, and also it depends on the municipal reform… 
 
Lempinen (2006): No, because it is such an untypical region being so small…it could not be applied 
here in Uusimaa. 
 
Malinen (2006): Kainuu model gives one possible solution for the future of the regions especially the 
smallest and more homogenous regions, and in some way Kainuu region is comparable to the sub-
regions in southern Finland, so that this model maybe transferred to southern sub-regions more than 
the regions itself… 
 
Nousiainen (2006): This Kainuu experiment is more for developing public services than regional 
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development…This pilot project is now more about administration and public services, but maybe in 
the future its much more about regional development. 
 
Sandberg (2006): It is very interesting, because it includes most of the taboos of the Finnish 
administrative policy…there may be some potential of introducing some Kainuu elements in 
peripheral parts of Finland such as Lapland or Karelia, but there are still limited opportunities. 
 
Varis (2006): Kainuu Region is a very important step because it is the first regionally based 
legislation made in Finland except Åland, and that has been rare in Finland. Very good experiment. 
And for example, for North Karelia, Lapland, we have the same characteristics that Kainuu does, so 
that’s why we are very interested in this experiment. 
 
For more than an interviewee the Kainuu model can only be applied to the Kainuu 
Region, at least in the near future. Besides, it is too early to consider its implementation 
elsewhere in the country. At the central level it is often argued that this experiment is good for 
Kainuu, but not for the rest of Finland and this attitude is given by two main reasons 
(Leskinen 18.07.2006). Firstly, there are political reasons; in fact, the Social Democrats, as 
mentioned in section 4.4, are not very favourable to a strong regional level, while the Centre 
Party is. Secondly, the wealthier and bigger municipalities (such as Helsinki, Oulu, Tampere 
and so on) argue that they are strong enough to survive on their own. By contrast, small 
municipalities, which are for the most part affected by financial problems, are ready to go to a 
regional system (Leskinen 18.07.2006). Another opinion is that the Kainuu model gives one 
possible solution either for the future of the smallest and more homogenous regions, such as 
the southern sub-regions, or the peripheral areas of the country, such as Lapland and North 
Karelia. 
 It is also worth noting that for a few of the interviewees this experiment is more about 
putting municipalities together and developing public services rather than a proper 
regionalization issue. The previous Prime Minister Lipponen, in his current talks, considers 
the Kainuu Regional Council as a process of transforming this region into a municipality 
(Ryynänen 2005: 337).  
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6. CONCLUSIONS 
 
This study has examined Finnish regional policy governance at the intermediate level 
from an outsider’s point of view, with specific reference to the municipal-based Regional 
Councils. The research findings have demonstrated that it is fairly difficult, if not impossible, 
to try to disentangle European and domestic factors in explaining Finnish administrative 
reforms of the 1990s. Although Europeanization was quite important to the strengthening of 
regional administration, new legislation, and administrative bodies, this phenomenon has to 
be interpreted as a function of the wider political, economic, and social context that 
characterized Finland throughout those years. These reforms were the result of a top-down, 
bottom-up-driven process. On the one hand, new regional structure was established in a top-
down manner by the government as a response to EU membership; on the other hand, it was a 
bottom-up-driven process because the local level wanted a municipal-based regional body: “it 
was the interaction between the government and the municipalities” (Lintilä 28.06.2006).  
The Finnish regional structure that was the output of the administrative reforms of the 
1990s is network governance based on a dual system. The municipal-based Regional Councils 
are the strategic coordinators of regional development and planning. Their institution was a 
lengthy process that started much earlier than their official establishment in 1993, and it was 
rooted in the voluntary Regional Associations. The state-based T&E Centres instead, 
established in 1997, are administrative organizations that embody sectoral policies at the 
regional level. These State Regional Offices are advice and funding organizations.  
Finnish regional policy governance at the intermediate level has been quite successful 
in developing networks and in reaching compromises. However, this type of system may lead 
to various problems, for instance: 1) coordination and clear-cut responsibility between the 
different regional actors; 2) political accountability towards citizens; 3) difficulties in 
promoting a coherent and holistic regional development and planning.  
 At the beginning of the 1990s, the main focus of Finnish regional policy was centred 
on the concepts of balanced regional development and services’ provision. The investment 
rate was fairly high, and “...the channeling of investments proved an excellent tool of regional 
policy” (Kavonius & Alho 2004: 6). In this context, newly-established Regional Councils 
well fulfilled the requirements for the EU principles of partnership and subsidiarity, as well as 
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for the implementation of the Structural Funds Programmes. After thirteen years since their 
institution though, these administrative bodies have been finding themselves in a quite 
different environment than the one in which they were first established.  
Starting from the late 1990s Finnish economy has witnessed a remarkable recovery. 
“During the first few years of the twenty-first century, Finland has been ranked number one 
by several international competitiveness comparisons” (Ylä-Anttila 2006: 9). An increasing 
globalization has brought pressures to change the regional structure. The most important 
influence on regional development in Finland is EU integration, with the most recent events 
of the Monetary Union and the eastern enlargement. “Integration emphasizes regional issues 
and requires a strong regional policy which can compensate for the loss of adaptation 
mechanisms caused by integration in the first place” (Kavonius & Alho 2004: 6). Current 
regional policy’s key concepts have become innovation, competitiveness, urban policy, and 
polycentricity; the financial and mental resources of the government are clearly moving 
towards this direction with initiatives such as the Regional Centre Programme and the policy 
targets on nine Finnish urban centres. This approach may imply that “the recent governments 
have simply chosen not to support those regions that do not keep up with the process” 
(Kettunen & Kungla 2005: 373). Finally, there is no longer a clear border between sectoral 
policy and regional development policy, and sectoral policies are becoming more diversified 
and regionalized according to the different regions (Kavonius 17.07.2006).  
These developments suggest that the regionalization issue is no longer centred on the 
Regional Councils as it was thirteen years ago, but it is shifting towards the city-regions, or 
sub-regions, in which neighbouring municipalities are cooperating more closely than ever 
before (Haveri 16.08.2006); “they put up together sub-regional councils, they are planning 
and implementing their own strategies and policies and many of them have created regional 
organizations for advanced entrepreneurship and regional development” (Haveri 16.08.2006).  
One possible future scenario is that the main city-regions in Finland will prevail as the 
most important territorial space for social and economic development. This event would 
match one of the dimensions of Keating’s theory (1998: 28), according to which “large cities 
will take the upper hand” at the regional level. The role of the Regional Councils as strategic 
regional development authorities at the intermediate level has become somewhat 
controversial, especially in those areas where city-regions are fairly strong. By contrast, in 
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rural and sparsely populated areas, where weaker local actors and business life predominate, a 
stronger regional level may be regarded as a feasible solution.   
 The future of regional policy governance at the intermediate level is dependent on the 
current project to restructure municipalities and services, and to a smaller but still relevant 
extent, it is linked to the political orientations of the next government after the parliamentary 
elections in March 2007. In the preliminary framework legislation of the municipal reform no 
top-down decision has been taken regarding the possible reduction of the Regional Councils. 
Their number may stay the same or may be decreased according to what municipalities want 
to do voluntarily. Sandberg (10.08.2006) states that the structural reform of municipalities 
should not be considered as finished before something is done about the regional level. In 
substance, the reshaping of the local level will have a direct impact on the future of the 
Regional Councils.  
  To some degree, an interesting model to follow for Finland would be the Danish 
reform for public tasks and services, mentioned in section 2.3. According to this reform, 
stronger and larger municipalities will be created, and the previous thirteen regions will be cut 
down to five. These bodies are going to be democratically elected and they will be responsible 
for health care and service, regional development, and other tasks that single municipalities 
are not able to solve by themselves (Agreement on…2006). Concerning the applicability of 
this model, one has to take into account that Finland is much larger than Denmark in terms of 
its surface area, and it has different geographical realities. Also, in Finland the Regional 
Councils are very young institutions, while in Denmark regions have a long tradition of 
autonomy and self-government. As a result, at least for the near future, it is difficult to 
imagine democratically elected regional bodies in the country.  
 More than likely a decrease in the number of Finnish Regional Councils is needed, and 
an option is that of merging those Regional Councils that have a fairly small critical mass and 
at the same time a poor administrative performance (both conditions are necessary and 
complementary). Following this criterion, a possible solution is to match the number of the 
Regional Councils with those of the fifteen T&E Centres. This would help to smooth some of 
the geographical fragmentation that is currently in place, and once this task is pursued, the 
next step in the longer run could be to merge T&E Centres and Regional Councils in the same 
organization. In addition to the above solutions, a move towards self-government could in any 
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case represent a valid answer to address the needs of the remote and sparsely populated 
regions. 
 To conclude, the results of the research findings confirm that the concept of region, 
and its derivatives, regionalism and regionalization, cannot be detached from the uniqueness 
of the national context. In the case of Finland, any analysis of the intermediate level has to 
take into account the bipolar political-administrative structure of the country, which is rooted 
in a strong central level and fairly autonomous municipalities.  
The regional level is characterized by cooperative and power-sharing arrangements 
among municipalities, and it is mostly based on socio-economic interrelations. Regional 
bodies that correspond to the European idea of region, such as the Amter in Denmark, do not 
yet exist on Finnish mainland. However, Kainuu’s regional self-government experiment 
indicates that in the presence of special circumstances, such as stronger cultural identity and 
or/homogeneity, the concept of region in its traditional sense, i.e. an independent legal body 
with independent budgetary power, own elected decision-makers, and relevant competencies 
could also be applicable to certain regions of Finland in the future.  
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APPENDIX 1. COVER LETTER  
 
 
Dear Sir/Madame,  
 
I am an Italian student from the University of Joensuu and I am currently working on my 
thesis as part of the International Master’s Degree Programme in Human Geography. My 
supervisor is Dr Heikki Eskelinen. The objective of my study is to investigate the Finnish 
administrative regional reforms of the 1990s, and within this context, the institution of the 
Regional Councils, also classified as NUTS 3 Regions at the European level.  
 
I am aware of your expertise in the field of regional policy, and I would greatly appreciate if 
you would allow me to interview you about the topic of my study. The whole interview would 
be an hour maximum.  
 
I have attached a brief abstract of my study and a list of possible questions discussed in the 
interview. If you have any questions regarding my study, please do not hesitate to contact me 
by email (or by phone at 0449121065), or my supervisor at HeikkiEskelinen@joensuu.fi (or 
by phone at 013-2513248). I will contact you in the near future by telephone to discuss the 
possibility of an interview and we can discuss the matter further.  
 
Sincerely Yours,  
 
Mr. Fulvio Rizzo  
University of Joensuu 
Department of Geography 
Human Geography Programme 
Tel: 0449121065 
Email: rizzo@cc.joensuu.fi  
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APPENDIX 2. THE QUESTIONNAIRE  
  
I. The Impact of Europeanization on Finnish Sub-National Structures 
 
1. To what extent are the regional reforms started in 1993 (Act 1135/1993, Act 
1159/1997, etc.) attributable to the Europeanization phenomenon? 
 
2. To what extent are the regional reforms started in 1993 (Act 1135/1993, Act 
1159/1997, etc.) attributable to domestic factors? 
 
3. How would you define the degree of Europeanization of the sub-national structures in 
this country? 
                 1        2       3       4        5 
Very low                          Very high 
                                           moderate 
 
II. Finland and the Regionalization Issue 
 
4. Is regionalization in Finland a bottom-up and/or a top-down phenomenon? 
 
5. Do you think that the regional level in Finland is fragmented and/or overlapping in 
functions? 
 
6. How would you define the degree of regional fragmentation in the country? 
                 1        2       3       4        5 
Very low                          Very high 
                                            Moderate 
 
7. Since the establishment of the Regional Councils in 1993, what has been the political 
parties’ s position towards the regionalization issue? 
 
8. Does the Kainuu Region represent an important step towards stronger regionalization 
in Finland? 
 
9. May the Kainuu model be applied to the rest of Finland? 
 
      
III. Regional Councils 
  
10. In Finland, the responsibilities for regional development are controlled by both the 
central government and the municipalities. In light of this, do you think that Regional 
Councils can develop a long-term, clear-cut development strategy and have the means 
to implement it? If so, how? 
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11. Considering the current trend towards the strengthening of the functional regions 
(known also as sub-regions), will the role of the Regional Councils as strategic 
coordinators at the regional level be weakened? 
 
12. Do you think that the Regional Council should be a self-governing body 
democratically elected? 
 
13. Should Regional Councils have legislative power?  
 
14. Should Regional Councils have more control over the allocation of financial 
resources? 
 
15. Should Regional Councils have coordination of the financial resources?  
 
 
IV. The Regional Councils of Uusimaa, Kainuu, and North Karelia   
 
16. Is the role of the Uusimaa Regional Council constrained by the presence within its 
boundaries of the largest Finnish urban centre, the Helsinki Metropolitan Region?  
 
17. What are the main successes of the Uusimaa Regional Council in performing its tasks? 
Have there been any failures?  
 
18. Is there a concrete or just a formal type of cooperation between the Uusimaa Regional 
Council and the national level, such as the Ministries and the State Regional Offices? 
 
19. What are the main differences between the Kainuu experiment and the ordinary 
Regional Councils? 
 
20. Since January 1st 2005, at what stage is the fulfilment of the Kainuu model’s aims? 
 
21. Concerning regional development issues, do you think that the Kainuu experiment can 
address more successfully the needs of remote areas, than the ordinary councils do? 
 
22. Are you satisfied with the role of the Kainuu Regional Council in implementing the 
Structural Fund Programmes for the period 2000-2006? 
 
23. What are the main successes of the Kainuu Regional Council in performing its tasks? 
Have there been any failures? 
 
24. Is there a concrete or just a formal type of cooperation between the Kainuu Regional 
Council and the national level, such as the Ministries and the State Regional Offices? 
 
25. What are the main successes of the North Karelia Regional Council in performing its 
tasks? Have there been any failures? 
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26. Are you satisfied with the role of the North Karelia Regional Council in implementing 
the Structural Fund Programmes for the period 2000-2006? 
 
27. Is there a concrete or just a formal type of cooperation between the North Karelia 
Regional Council and the national level, such as the Ministries and the State Regional 
Offices? 
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APPENDIX 3. LIST OF INTERVIEWEES 
 
Ministry of the Interior: 
 
Antikainen Janne (2006). Senior Researcher, Department for Development of Regions and 
Public Administration, Regional Centre Programme Unit, Helsinki 20/06/2006. 
 
Lintilä Kaisa-Leena (2006). Director of Regional Development, Department for Development 
of Regions and Public Administration, Structural Policy Unit, Helsinki 28/06/2006. 
 
Nousiainen Anu (2006). Ministerial Adviser, Department for Development of Regions and 
Public Administration, Agenda 2007 -yksikkö, Helsinki 10/07/2006. 
 
Kavonius Veijo (2006). Director General, Department for Development of Regions and 
Public Administration, Regional Development Unit, Helsinki 17/07/2006. 
 
Ministerial Officer 1 (2006). Helsinki 30/08/2006. 
 
Ministerial Officer 2 (2006). Helsinki 30/08/2006. 
 
 
Regional Council of North Karelia: 
 
Turunen Jarno (2006). Programme Coordinator, Regional Development Department, Joensuu 
9/06/2006. 
 
Varis Eira (2006). Director, Regional Development Department, Joensuu 14/06/2006. 
 
Hyttinen Pentti (2006). Executive Director, Regional Council of North Karelia, Joensuu 
19/06/2006. 
 
Laitinen Oiva (2006). Director, Regional Development Department, Joensuu 07/07/2006. 
 
 
Kainuu Joint Authority: 
 
Leskinen Hannu (2006). Executive Director, Kainuu Joint Authority, Kajaani 18/07/2006. 
 
 
Eastern Finland Co-operation: 
 
Malinen Pentti (2006). Programme Coordinator, Eastern Finland Programme, Kajaani 
27/07/2006. 
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Uusimaa Regional Council: 
 
Lempinen Aimo (2006). Executive Director, Uusimaa Regional Council, Helsinki 
02/08/2006. 
 
 
Ǻbo Akademi: 
 
Sandberg Siv (2006). Senior Researcher, Ǻbo Akademi, Turku 10/08/2006. 
 
 
Tampere University: 
 
Haveri Arto (2006). Professor, Tampere University, Tampere 16/08/2006. 
 
Ryynänen Aimo (2006). Professor, Tampere University, Tampere 24/08/2006 (contacted by 
email). 
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